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ABSTRACT 
THE RELATIONSHIPS OF; SELF-PERCEIVED PEAK PERFORMER 
ATTRIBUTES OF JOB PERFORMANCE 
SEPTEMBER 1988 
JANICE E. IRIZARRY, B.S.N., UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT 
M.Ed., ANTIOCH UNIVERSITY 
Ed.D. , UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Directed by: Professor Donald K. Carew 
This study represents the first known attempt to quantify the 
relationships between peak performer attributes and job performance. 
Charles Garfield found that the following attributes were common to 
peak performers in all walks of life: Missions That Motivate, Results 
in Real Time, Self-Management Through Self-Mastery, Team Builder/Team 
Player, Course Corrections, and Change Management. 
The major intent of this study was to investigate relationships 
between self-perceived peak performer attributes and job performance 
which was based on their boss's perceptions. This study also examined 
management practices that promote or hinder job performance. A second¬ 
ary intent was to design an instrument for use in this study to measure 
peak performer attributes. The Peak Performer Profile II - A Self- 
Assessment (PPPII-SA) was developed and subjected to psychometric 
analysis which indicated that it can be considered an accurate measure 
of five of the six peak performer attributes. The Self-Management scale 
was eliminated from the final calculations of the reliabilities because 
its reliability was extremely low. 
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Data were collected from a sample of 60 employees in four organiza¬ 
tions on the east and west coasts: 25 managers and 35 non-managers. 
Relationships between the attributes and job performance which were 
based on the boss's ratings were tested using Pearson's r, and different 
groups within the sample were compared using the t_ test. A measure of 
job performance was provided by each respondent's boss. 
The major findings in this study show no relationship between the 
total PPPII-SA and job performance but highlight three attributes: 
Change Management, Results in Real Time, and Team Builder/Team Player. 
This study indicated relationships between respondents' self-perceptions 
and job performance on two attributes: Change Management and Results in 
Real Time. When group differences were examined, it was found that 
(1) managers' self-perceptions were greater than those of non-managers 
on the attributes Change Management and Results in Real Time, (2) males' 
self-perceptions were greater than those of females on the attribute 
Change Management, (3) graduate degreed respondents' self-perceptions 
were greater than those without graduate degrees on the attribute Change 
Management, and (4) graduate degreed respondents' self-perceptions were 
greater than those without graduate degrees on the attribute Team 
Builder/Team Player. However, the Team scale was weakest and needs 
further development. 
Through this study, these attributes were demonstrated to be a 
viable peak performer concept. Therefore, this study suggests that the 
peak performer concept should be considered for training programs. 
Since this is a first investigation, further empirical investigation is 
warranted. 
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Most people live, whether physically, intellectually, 
or morally, in a very restricted circle of their 
potential being. They make use of a very small por¬ 
tion of their possible consciousness, of their soul's 
resources in general, much like a man who, out of his 
whole bodily organism, should get into a habit of 
using and moving only his little finger. Great emer¬ 
gencies and crisis show us how much greater our vital 
resources are than we had supposed. 
William James, 1906 
Perceptions that Japan has replaced America as a world industrial 
power have sounded an alarm in the 70s still heard in the 80s. This 
decline spotlights contemporary leadership issues and problems in 
modern American socio—technical systems. Despite highly sophisticated 
and model management approaches, there is a lack of organizational 
excellence. "American companies finally had to ask themselves: What 
are we doing wrong?" (Naisbitt, 1982, p. 203). 
While many leaders have been indicted in the foregoing, others 
studied offer the promise of success through their models of management 
and organizational excellence. Peters and Waterman (1982), among the 
first to herald the American decline and the Japanese rise, searched out 
American examples of organizational excellence to serve as models for 
others. Naisbitt (1982) acknowledged the American decline, but inter¬ 
preted this decline as a shift from an industrial society to an informa¬ 
tion society, described major ails that plague modern organizations, 
and posited solutions. Bradford and Cohen (1984) highlighted the need 
for maximizing human resource participation in institutions by respond¬ 
ing with ways to develop subordinates. Blanchard and Johnson (1982) 
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responded with simple, proven approaches to developing followers com¬ 
mitted to organizational goals which are readily adaptable by the 
busiest of managers. 
During the period that Peters and Waterman (1982) were in search of 
organizations that had "It", Garfield (1986) was in search of individ¬ 
uals who had "It". Winners! Garfield’s (1986) search was not in 
response to but simultaneous to this challenge, a timely coincidence. 
Through research and interviews, Garfield has identified six attributes 
of Peak Performers (PPs). These attributes of peak performers consti¬ 
tute the conceptual framework for this study. 
Peak performer attributes. Garfield met people who had been peak 
performers over the years, some who rose to an occasion, and some who 
were "well along" (p. 52). Peak performance is thought to be situa¬ 
tional inasmuch as we are peak performers some of the time. 
Garfield does not contend that the following are the only attri¬ 
butes, just the most important ones. Focusing on similarities rather 
than differences among peak performers, his analysis of their responses 
revealed six attributes that peak performers shared and stressed repeat¬ 
edly. Briefly stated they include: 
• Missions that motivate: the call to action, the "click" that 
starts things moving 
• Results in real time: purposeful activity directed at 
achieving goals that contribute to a mission 
• Self-management through self mastery: the capacity for 
self-observation and effective thinking 
• Team-building/team playing: the complement to self¬ 
management—empowering others to produce 
• Course correction: mental agility, concentration, finding 
and navigating a "critical path" 
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Change management: anticipating and adapting to major change 
while maintaining momentum and balance within an overall game 
plan (p. 32). 6 
Through Garfield’s (1986) research we learn, . . the differences 
between PPs and everybody else are much smaller than ’everybody else' 
thinks (p. 68). But "it's the difference that makes a difference" 
(Garfield, 1986, p. 68), states anthropologist Gregory Bateson. They 
find something that "clicks" for them which gets things rolling. They 
cultivate within themselves the characteristics they value most 
. . . and . . . consciously, persistently, intelligently refine them" 
(p. 52). PPs are people who want to "explore the farther reaches of 
their abilities" (p. 52) which are based on their values. They want to 
become "far more productive versions of themselves" (p. 75), not 
Einsteins or Mozarts. Studying peak performer attributes can help us 
to learn how to get our averages up Garfield (1986) asserts. 
Problem Statement 
There are a number of major and compelling reasons for addressing 
this problem: the lack of organizational excellence with a concomitant 
lack of maximization of human resource participation—a problem of 
pressing theoretical import. As the problem is set forth, an attempt is 
made at sorting the overlapping needs for this study: the Japanese 
Challenge, the New Information Age, the New Breed of Employee, and 
underutilization. 
A 
Need for the Study 
Changing times, new technologies, global competition, and a fiscal¬ 
ly turbulent environment indicate a need for re-examination of today’s 
organizations. Questions arise as to where to re-focus organizational 
development efforts and call for new insights on how to deal with 
organizations, in total and in part, whose whole hierarchical layers are 
being excised. 
Japanese challenge. The perception that the United States is no 
longer the world s industrial leader and is being left behind was 
created by Japan's steadily booming economy since 1970 (Naisbitt, 1982; 
Peters and Waterman, 1982). However, U.S. industrial competitors cannot 
be narrowed down to only Japan used here to symbolize global competi¬ 
tion, since other parts of the globe such as Germany and South America 
are nosing out ahead. 
According to Naisbitt (1982) we are no longer an integral part of 
the Industrial Age any more than we are part of the Agricultural Age. 
Currently, the U.S. is seen as a leader in a new age, the Information 
Age, another stage of evolution, and cannot be considered behind Japan 
when we are not even in the same race (Garfield, 1986; Naisbitt, 1982). 
This is a dichotomy of perceptions since some think that we lost to 
Japan and others think that we are no longer competing with Japan. 
Despite the prediction that Japan still has to endure the rights of 
passage from the Industrial Age into the Information Age (Naisbitt, 
1982), Japan remains a formidable competitor! But, the "trump card" 
that the U.S. still has yet to use is to maximize human resource parti¬ 
cipation. 
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The new ^formation afe. Knowledge and know-how are the new 
wealth, the new key to economic achievement, the new industry. "The new 
source of power is not money in the hands of a few but information in 
the hands of many ..." (Naisbitt, 1982, p. 7). 
However, due to the increasing complexity of organizations which 
are difficult to manage in a turbulent and sometimes unpredictable busi¬ 
ness environment, more information is generated to the point of overload 
(Naisbitt, 1982). This overload of information invites more complexity, 
making it difficult to access this information and placing an even 
higher premium on knowledge. Hence, we "drown" in information and 
"starve" for knowledge. The new Information Age brings new challenges 
which require new approaches. 
Not surprisingly, the leadership role has come to reflect this com¬ 
plexity. Rather than sustain unrealistic expectations of managers, role 
expectations of the manager need to be updated in accord with the trends 
(Naisbitt, 1982). Perhaps the key to accessing the vast stores of 
information may be—maximizing human resource participation. 
The new breed of employee. Today’s worker is better educated, more 
self-confident, rights-conscious, and "not usually happy on the job" 
(Birn, 1979; Niasbitt, 1982, pp. 204-5; Beehr, 1981). The gap between 
the preparation of today’s managers and today's workers is often imper¬ 
ceptible (Garfield, 1986; Naisbitt, 1982; Bradford and Cohen, 1984). 
There is a colossal mismatch between the preparation levels of today’s 
employees and the way they are treated on the job (Naisbitt, 1982). 
Management persistently and consistently adopts an elitist, insult¬ 
ing, "top-down" approach by denying workers an opportunity to make sub¬ 
stantial decisions about how their jobs are done (Naisbitt, 1982), a 
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power issue. Effective leaders facilitate the involvement of others; 
they do not order people to work. This elitist strategy has cost 
America top honors in world productivity and growth. Followers are not 
given broader responsibilities, resources, and authority. Consequently, 
they are underutilized which is counterproductive to organizational goal 
achievement (Zippo, 1982; Gupta and Beehr, 1979; Scannell, 1978; 
Bensahel, 1981). 
Employees can make the most pervasive changes yet workers are 
basically rendered rightless from nine to five, e.g., free speech, due 
process, and basic rights (Naisbitt, 1982). Garfield (1986) paraphrases 
Robert Townsend when he states, "The material for a successful turn¬ 
around is in the people who are already with the company" (Garfield, 
1986, p. 222). The people who translate mission into results are the 
basic units of excellence (Garfield, 1986). The new challenges pre¬ 
sented by the New Information Age require that this top down approach 
that prevents maximum participation be redressed to avoid drowning in 
information while starving for knowledge. 
Underutilization. The upper levels of human achievement have not 
been developed or tapped (Garfield, 1986). For many, the extent of 
their involvement in the workplace is like using their little finger 
instead of their whole being (Garfield, 1986). Privette (1981) states, 
"Scientists and lay people share a common belief that most lay people 
employ only a fraction of their inherent abilities perhaps as little 
as 10%" (p. 57). Others estimate that the average person uses four to 
five percent of the entire mind power (Johnson, 1981). 
Perhaps some answers lie not in what we have done, but in what we 
need to do more of—focus on maximizing human resource participation. 
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How we do this is key and controversial. Therefore, we must assume that 
there is no one best way. We must exhaust all approaches, exercise the 
options, monitor what works, and replicate where feasible. Maximization 
of human resource participation can have positive results for both 
organization and individual. 
The focus of this study is on the development of the non-manager 
who is seen as the basic unit of excellence. The intent of this study 
is to determine if there is a relationship between Garfield’s PP attri¬ 
butes and job performance. These attributes, if studied for their 
significance and taught to others, can translate into a cadre of new 
and renewed resources that are made available within the organization. 
Purpose of the Study 
Relationships among six attributes of peak performers are explored 
in this study of non-managerial employees. The specific purposes of 
this study are: (1) to determine the relationships between peak per¬ 
former attributes as self-perceived by employees and their job perfor¬ 
mance which is based on their boss’s perceptions; (2) to determine the 
differences between managers’ and non-managers' self-perceived peak 
performer attributes; (3) to determine the differences among the self- 
perceived peak performer attributes of demographic groups, e.g., age, 
gender, marital status, parental status, and academic preparation; and 
(A) to examine the implications for organization development. 
To generate clues to the management practices that promote or 
inhibit job performance, two open-ended questions were included. Sub¬ 
sidiary questions addressed by this study are: Who are the peak 
performers? Does a demographic profile emerge, e.g., age, gender, 
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marital status, parental status, academic preparation? Specific null 
hypotheses and null sub-hypotheses appear in Chapter III. 
What is needed at this point is scientific evidence that Garfield's 
six attributes influence perceptions of job performance. Garfield 
marshalled impressive evidence to support his conclusions as to what 
comprised attributes of peak performers. His approach, appropriate for 
that level of investigation (Patton, 1980), was designed to avoid aca¬ 
demic mtellectualizations in favor of idiomatic and fruitful experien- 
tial reporting, a valid rationale. Garfield's study provided an 
excellent point of departure for this study. Since his findings have 
generated theory, what is needed now is to systematically view his find¬ 
ings, explore relationships among variables, and predict. 
Crucial to the success of this proposed venture is a means by which 
to assess self-perceived peak performer attributes and then to relate 
these attributes to job performance based on the boss's ratings. Quali¬ 
tative and quantitative methodologists who cooperate versus compete 
agree that both approaches are essential irrespective of the one that 
is used first (Reason and Rowan, 1981; Patton, 1980). Garfield states 
(1986, p. 33) that his research is intended to provide a launch pad for 
future investigations and to raise additional questions about the top 
performers among us. 
Perspective. We are suggesting here that there are a number of 
peak performers and potential peak performers among the subordinate 
group who are, for whatever reason, not recognized as such by self or 
others. We are further suggesting that labels strongly influence self 
and other perceptions. Hence, if the notion of peak performance in 
subordinates seems like a contradiction in terms, then 
ate label for subordinates might be indicated. 
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a more appropri- 
What would we call the subordinate? Of the available terms in the 
literature, there are several reasons why none seem fitting (see 
Perspective in Appendix A). For our purposes here, the term non¬ 
manager is chosen for its clarity. Primarily, the language used in this 
document remains consistent with the particular reference cited. 
Otherwise natural incinations dictated usage, with the exception of the 
term subordinate" which is not used as it is dispiriting at best. 
The term "boss" is also troublesome. Again for the sake of clar¬ 
ity, this term is used since the respondents in this study are managers 
and non-managers. Both managers and non-managers report to the boss. 
However, sensitivity to usage of the term boss also prevails because 
the notion of "bossing" is incompatible with the notion of people 
orchestrating their own peak performance and self-management. 
A similar question of sexist language for our purposes is also 
resolved here. Unless material is quoted, the gender is female, to 
provide a different experience. 
Next, the assumptions on which this study is based are set forth. 
Then the scope of the study, the limitations of the study, and the 
rationale and significance are described. The terms are defined and an 
overview of the study is provided. 
Assumptions 
The assumptions upon which this study is built pertain to beliefs 
held and procedures used: 
10 
1. This systematic view of the phenomena is needed to examine PP 
attributes of employees in the workplace which were found through a 
phenomenological approach. 
2. This quantitative study is appropriate to explore relationships 
among variables in order to establish the link between Garfield’s peak 
performer attributes and job performance which in this study are based 
on the boss’s perceptions. 
3. People can be more productive at work when taught to orches¬ 
trate their own high performance. 
4. Some of the differences in performance among employees can be 
attributed to a difference in the extent to which attributes exist. 
5. The high-performing non-managerial employees have peak 
performer attributes. 
6. Even though the managers are the assumed peak performers, the 
assumption is that a few non-managers will fit into the peak performer 
category and that a few managers will fit into the average performer 
category. This is expected because of the subjective nature of the 
performance data. 
Scope of the Study 
The relationships of personal attributes to job performance pro¬ 
vides the context for this study. Within this context, the issue of 
external influence on job performance surfaces. Management practices 
that promote or hinder peak performance in non-managerial employees are 
not within the scope of this study, but peripheral to the issues 
addressed in this study. 
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The central focus of this study Is on the relationships of self- 
perceived peak performer attributes to job performance which Is based on 
the boss's perceptions. Hence, Garfield’s research findings compose the 
conceptual framework. This framework, as summarized below, details the 
phenomena that were reported to Garfield repeatedly and related here in 
the present tense since peak performers persevere. 
Conceptual framework. To do a job exceptionally well, there has to 
be real meaning or a sense of mission that motivates. This internal 
motivation is based on one’s most deeply held values, values which mani¬ 
fest outwardly by visible commitment. Peak performers, then, are able 
to translate mission into results on a timely basis, an achievement 
which brings into sharp focus self-management skills. These skills have 
reciprocal influence whether they are team builders or team players. 
Winning is important, but peak performers do not have a strategy to make 
that guarantee; they occasionally get off course and need to make a 
course correction. However, there is the ever-present sense that they 
will land on their feet, no matter what the adversity. They make lemon¬ 
ade from lemons since it's not what happens to you, it's how you deal 
with it. The pursuit of this mission may occur within an environment 
beset with flux and change, but with never-ending commitment. Adapta¬ 
tion is required and necessitates the use of change management skills. 
The scope of this study is limited to a study of peak performer attri¬ 
butes of employees in the workplace and is based on the PP attributes 
found in Garfield’s study. 
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Limitations of the Study 
The limitations which were clear at the outset of this study per¬ 
tain primarily to the methodology. 
Sample. The study includes participants from four different com¬ 
panies, all with different missions. All non-managers were from one 
company and the managers were from all four companies. The total sample 
size is 60 employees: 25 managers and 35 non-managers. The limitation 
of the sample size was overcome by making every effort to retrieve most 
of the instruments disseminated. Five instruments were not returned. 
Due to the sample size, however, the results of this study may not be 
generalizable. 
Instrument reliability. An instrument was developed for use in 
this study. To overcome this limitation, the instrument was pilot 
tested twice. The results were used to modify the instrument to ensure 
reliability. Reliability Analysis determined the internal consistency 
of the instrument. The overall reliability measure of the instrument is 
.83. 
Rationale and Significance of the Study 
Throughout a review of organizational literature and research 
weaves the singular, most fundamental, and recurring issue, excellence. 
Several aspects of the leadership role have been studied: traits of 
leaders, management functions, leader assumptions about followers, moti¬ 
vation, leader behavior, leader effectiveness, and countless others. 
The more knowledge we gain, the more questions arise. Studies have been 
conducted toward the overall purpose of organizational goal achievement 
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and improving the quality of work life. By now we have separated the 
wheat from the chaff and sifted the grain. We have learned a great 
deal, and we are making strides, particularly where practitioners and 
researchers cooperate. 
However, a clear and poignant view of America's position on the 
world stage clarifies our task. No goal short of excellence will suf¬ 
fice. For our country to be strong once again, this challenge must be 
accepted by both the physical and moral institutions of this land, i.e., 
the public, private, business, industry, education, health, family, and 
marriage institutions. 
Peters and Waterman (1982) searched America until they found corpo¬ 
rate visions of what could be models of excellence. Bradford and Cohen 
(1984) detailed steps to that vision that focus on development of the 
non-manager. Garfield (1986) addressed excellence by studying peak 
performer attributes, isolating them, and training them into others, all 
of which make this a rather curious concept. Using a phenomenological 
approach, Garfield marshalled impressive evidence of attributes of peak 
performers, the launch pad for this study. Since the gap between the 
preparation of today's managers and non-managerial employees is not 
always perceptible, the question arises: If peak performer attributes 
can be taught to others, should there be a direct commitment to non- 
managerial development? Non-managerial development is a key element of 
a larger issue of organizational development. As behavioral scientists 
observing this phenomena, we cannot presume peak performer attributes 
will lead to peak job performance. This study does not presume to show 
a cause and effect relationship, but addresses the compelling question— 
Is there a relationship between perceptions of peak job performance and 
peak performer attributes? 
Important benefits will occur as a result of this study. Signifi¬ 
cant findings can have a direct bearing on future related research; and 
therefore, an indirect bearing on the direction which organizational 
development interventions take as well as future training resource 
allocation, if these decisions are research-based. 
Given the signs of these times, this empirical and corroborative 
approach to the concept of excellence at the non-managerial level is 
timely. This systematic view of the phenomena quantitatively following 
Garfield's phenomenological view is a logical next step. 
Definition of Terms 
The following terms are primarily from Garfield (1986) or other 
identified sources, and operationally defined as necessary. 
Change Management refers to the ability to anticipate difficulties 
and opportunities; to adapt, changing and growing as the individuals and 
the world around us change, periodically recommitting to the mission; 
and to act to preserve what is best and discard the rest (Garfield, 1986). 
Course Correction refers to the ability to: be mentally agile, 
capitalizing on supporting forces and minimizing restraining forces; 
concentrate, show stamina, adaptability, and hardiness; learn from 
mistakes without blaming or scapegoating others, and go straight for 
course correction. The capacity to correct the course is the capacity 
to reduce the differences between the current path and the critical 
path. Peak performers see possibilities before they are obvious 
(Garfield, 1986). 
15 
Excellence is defined here as (1) members seizing new opportunities 
as they develop, (2) members uncovering problems and difficulties before 
they become major crises, (3) members sharing their knowledge and exper¬ 
tise, (4) members feeling committed to carry out decisions (Bradford and 
Cohen, 1984). 
Mission is an image of a desired stage of affiars that inspires 
action, determines behavior, and fuels motivation (Garfield, 1986). 
Organizations are social units (or human groupings) deliberately 
constructed and reconstructed to seek specific goals. Organizations are 
characterized by: (1) division of labor, power, and communication 
responsibilities, divisions which are not randomed or traditionally pat¬ 
terned but deliberately planned to enhance the realization of specific 
goals; (2) the presence of one or more power centers which control the 
concerted efforts of the organization and directed them toward its goals; 
these power centers also must review continuously the organization's 
performance and repattern its structure, where necessary, to increase 
its efficiency; and (3) substitution of personnel, i.e., unsatisfactory 
persons can be removed and others assigned tasks. The organization can 
also recombine its personnel through transfer and promotion (Etzioni, 
1961). 
Peak Performer refers to the attributes of high-performing indi¬ 
viduals as identified by Garfield which include having a mission that 
motivates, obtaining results in real time, being a self-manager, being a 
team builder/team player, being able to correct course, being a change 
manager (Garfield, 1986). 
Results in Real Time refers to measurable goal achievement, within 
long and short time frames, which moves peak performers closer to 
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completing their mission. Results are mission-driven rather than goal- 
driven (Garfield, 1986). 
"Actual ization is the tendency of every human being to make 
real his or her full potential, to become everything that he or she can 
k®* The self—actualizing person is the true human species type—not a 
normal person with something added, but a normal person with nothing 
taken away (Garfield, 1986, p. 67). 
Self-Management Through Self-Mastery refers to the ability to 
orchestrate and develop one’s capabilities after looking to see what 
they are. Self-confidence or internal mastery is manifest as effective¬ 
ness or external mastery (Garfield, 1986). 
Team Builder/Team Player refers to the concept of collaboration. 
Team builders are delegating to empower others and gain leverage, 
stretching the abilities of others, encouraging educated risks, and 
keeping the mission alive. Team players exert peer pressure through 
frequent reminders of mission and associated standards and values, and 
communicate to keep the channels open and clear (Garfield, 1986). 
Overview of the Study 
This dissertation is comprised of six chapters. Chapter One con¬ 
sists of an introduction to the dissertation, the problem statement, 
need for the study, the purpose of the study, assumptions, scope of the 
study, limitations, a rationale and significance ofthe study, defini¬ 
tion of terms, and an overview of the study. Chapter Two consists of a 
review of the literature and research relevant on peak performer attri¬ 
butes. Garfield's peak performer attributes provide the conceptual 
framework. The chapter is organized according to these six peak 
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performer attributes: missions that motivate, results in real time, 
self-management through self-mastery, team builder/team player, course 
corrections, and change management. In Chapter Three, an overall 
description of the quantitative methodology is provided which includes a 
description of the sample, measurements, data collection, statistical 
analyses, null hypotheses, and an overview of study procedures. In 
Chapter Four, a detailed description is provided of the development of 
the instrument, the instrument, and the validation of the instrument. 
•*-n Chapter Five, the study results are presented and analyzed and the 
sicant findings are summarized statistically and narratively. 
Chapter Six offers a summary of the study, discussion of findings, 
limitations, implications for organization development, and directions 
for future research. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Do not fear risk. All exploration, all growth is 
calculated. Without challenge, people cannot 
reach their higher selves. Only if we are willing 
to walk over the edge can we become winners. 
Families of Heroes and 
Heroines of the Challenger 
The focus of this literature review is on peak performer attributes. 
Internal as well as external forces exert influence over one's job per¬ 
formance. The influence of these internal peak performer attributes on 
perceptions of job performance is the central concern in this study and 
the focus of this literature review. 
External influences on job performance within the organization and 
its surrounding business environment are not discounted because "... 
ignoring the influence of theenvironment would be like two people 
attempting to swim a river without noting that one is loaded with lead 
and the other with cork" (Garfield, 1986, p. 295). However, it is not 
what happens to peak perfromers that determines the course of their 
lives or careers; it is what they do with what happens to them 
(Garfield, 1986). 
The decline in American productivity during this past decade has 
led to increased research and broad-based interest in the transformation 
of organizations. Perhaps most widely quoted are Peters and Waterman 
(1982) and Naisbitt (1982). At the same time there has been increasing 
interest in understanding peak performance in individuals. 
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From organizational literature emerge strains of research relative 
to self-actualization and self-management. But no research was found 
that focused exclusively on peak performers or a constellation of atti¬ 
tudes and behaviors characteristic of peak performers. 
Two major studies, Garfield's (1986) study of peak performers and 
Privette's (1981) study of peak performance, are the most compendious 
studies discovered on their respective topics, yet, they are different. 
Privette studied behavior or performance, which she distinguished from 
performers, and Garfield studied peak performers' attributes, a mix of 
behavior and attitudes. A review of Privette's study is integrated into 
this review of the literature. 
We are grateful to Garfield (1986) for pioneering this contribution 
of the most composite profile of peak performer attributes to date. His 
study accomplished another intended goal which was to provide a launch 
pad for further investigations (Garfield, 1986, p. 33). Hence, this 
study explores this horizon from a different angle—it explores the 
influence of peak performer attributes on perceptions of job perfor¬ 
mance. 
The literature review is organized around Garfield's attributes 
which provide the conceptual framework for this study. A review of the 
relevant primary and secondary literature is integrated with the respec¬ 
tive attribute based on the perceived relationship to that attribute. 
Garfield's findings provided the conceptual framework (described in 
Chapter I under the Scope of the Study, p. 10) upon which the instrument 
developed for this study is based. The attributes construct the concep¬ 
tual framework which include: missions that motivate, results in real 
20 
time, self-management through self-mastery, team building/team playing, 
course corrections, and change management. 
Since this conceptual framework also governed questionnaire devel¬ 
opment described in Chapter IV. Garfield's findings appear in italics 
to facilitate ease of their isolation. Also, most findings are inten¬ 
tionally not paraphrased to minimize ambiguity and reduce the incidence 
of distortion of these findings which are used as a basis for developing 
the items. Next, Garfield’s study methods. 
Garfield’s study methods. Garfield interviewed over 300 top per¬ 
formers over a period of 19 years from all walks of life, business, 
science, sports, and the arts, irrespective of race, age, or sex. He 
asked them to reminisce about their work, accomplishments, talents, and 
strategies. A typical interview lasted at least an hour. There were 
less lengthy conversations with at least 250 more individuals. Informal 
approaches, reminiscing and conversing as one might over a drink, 
yielded idiomatic rather than academic type responses. His ground¬ 
breaking study started in 1967. By 1979 and simultaneous to the 
Japanese challenge, he decided to focus on top performers in American 
business. His book is enriched by illuminating examples from business 
and other worlds. His work with people facing a life-threatening 
disease, cancer, contributed a great deal to further understanding of 
peak performers. From one of these men came the title for his book, 
Peak Performers. Next the findings or differences, but first the simi¬ 
larities of peak performers to everyone else. 
Peak performers are Human. There are more similarities than dif¬ 
ferences between PPs and others. They know they do not have all the 
answers and so remain flexible. But they do have their own standards of 
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excellence. Their reality Is like anyone elae's with regard to tasks. 
They are ambivalent and use approach-avoidance. Like many, they have 
self-doubts and fears; however, fear is appropriate if there Is a threat. 
PPs have the ability to perceive challenge when others see threat. They 
use forward motion as an antidote where they perceive threat that 
generates fear. They do not insist on guarantees unlike some who do not 
risk without a guarantee. They make growth choices rather than fear 
choices. Based on past experiences, they are confident that their 
doubts and fears will give way to mastery. They choose to focus on the 
motivation instead of the fear. Notably, PP entrepreneurs have no fear 
of failure. They eliminate the possible obstacles and go with the 
driving forces. It is not what happens to PPs; it is what they do with 
what happens to them (Garfield, 1986). In social learning theory terms: 
the PP's antecedent behavior or fear may be the same as the next per¬ 
son’s, but their reaction or behavior may be different which yields a 
different consequence (Mahoney and Thorensen, 1974). Garfield’s (1986) 
Peak Performer (PPs) attributes follow. 
Peak Performer Attributes 
These attributes are not a "sequential and inviolate" list to be 
memorized but a foundation upon which additional research may build 
(Garfield, 1986). These attributes are not inborn but are "deeply 
ingrained aspects" of imperfect human beings; they are "a dependable 
way to spot peak performers at work" who are "hidden in plain view" 
(Garfield, 1986, p. 270). These attributes do not guarantee success but 
make it a strong likelihood. Without them, success is difficult to 
achieve and sustain (Garfield, pp. 30, 31). 
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Missions That Motivate 
Studies of motivation and self-actualization are integrated into 
this section. Two recurrent constructs—Maslov’s Motivational Need 
Hierarchy and Herzberg's Hygiene Theory—compose their theoretical 
underpinnings. 
Among Garfield's PPs, motivation, commitment, and values stand out 
as the chief components of this attribute. Positive addiction is prob¬ 
ably most closely related to commitment because of its extrinsic charac¬ 
teristics, but because of the confusion of positive addiction with 
workaholism, the subject is treated separately. 
Mission is defined as an image of a desired state of affairs that 
inspires action, determines behavior, and fuels motivation (Garfield, 
1986, p. 77). A real case is made for the value of having a vision of 
what you want based on your passions and values (Garfield, 1986; Stoner, 
1988). Powerful missions are constructed by exercising vision, articu¬ 
lating what one passionately cares about in terms that inspire commit¬ 
ment. Powerful missions are kept alive with the use of metaphors and 
images (Garfield, 1986). Leaders wear visions like clothes (Bennis and 
Nanus, 1985, p. 46). They express the vision in writing, in meetings, 
the action required, and extend the vision to a wide range of circum¬ 
stances according to Sashkin (1986) who describes the thinking skills of 
visionary leaders. Warren Bennis concurs that motivational power is 
derived from images: 
It's the imagery that creates the understanding, the compel¬ 
ling moral necessity that the new way is right. It was the 
beautiful writing of Darwin about his travels on the Beagle, 
rather than the content of his writing, that made the differ¬ 
ence . . . the evolutionary idea had really been in air for a 
while (Garfield, 1986, p. 84). 
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For PPs there is an interplay between vision and action that may be 
manifest as a "flash" of an inspiration for a marketing strategy for 
example (Garfield, 1986), This same phenomenon is referred to as "a 
blinding flash of the obvious" when for example it suddenly occurs to 
the CEO to simply ask the customer "How 'em 1 doing?" (Peters and 
Waterman, 1982). 
Ackerman (1984) describes Gandhi as a visionary leader: 
Gandhi was deeply guided by his inner purpose, his belief in 
equality, justice, peace, and patience. Having no resources 
or form with which to manage his cause, he became a master at 
managing energy. He used himself and other public figures as 
models and sources, created a widespread energy field on be¬ 
half of his vision, opened new channels for action in the 
^ritish government and the Indian and Muslim states, and 
trusted that the flow of events for and against his vision 
would work out in his favor (p. 126). 
Visionaries see things as they could be rather than only in terms 
of what seems possible. They take action to bridge the gap between the 
desired and actual states as illustrated below in Figure 1 (Garfield, 
1984; Garfield, 1986; Bennis and Nanus, 1985; Kiefer and Stroh, 1984). 
Figure 1. Desired State Versus Actual State 
"A mission inspires people to reach for what could be, and rise above 
their fears and preoccupations with what is" (Garfield, 1986, p. 102). 
see things as they Some men see things as they are and ask why, others 
never were and ask, why not" (Robert Kennedy). 
Call it a clear vision. Call it a clear purpose. Call it a clear 
focus. Call it a clear mission. It is essential for getting us where 
we want to be, in any walk of life. Thre is a fitting Salada Tea Bag 
Tag Line: If you don’t know where you are going, any road will take you 
there. When vision is clear, value-based goals areset and reflected in 
activities which allow one to reach vistas never before considered 
(Garfield, 1986; Stoner, 1988). 
There is a kind of knowing before it reaches any articulate level. 
Colin Wilson cites Plotinus in observing: 
Vision needs no special gift or effort, but only use of a 
faculty which all possess but few employ. That is to say, 
this "other mode" of consciousness is not in any way remote 
from everyday consciousness; it lies right at the side of it, 
only a fraction of a millimeter away. It is seen like a 
lightning flash, in all moments of joy and relief, as our 
deliberately limited left-brain perceptions is replaced by a 
wider pattern (Garfield, 1986, p. 100). 
Fritz (1984, p. 66) defines vision as "the inner crystallization of 
the result that you want to create, so that the result is conceptually 
specific and tangible in your imagination—so tangible, so specific, in 
fact that you would recognize the manifestation of the result if it 
occurred." Other definitions include a strong emotional component. 
Vision reflects the values and ideology (e.g., philosophy, beliefs, 
values, ideals) of the leader. The leader's vision reflects the values 
and ideology of theled. Action goals earmark one's progress toward a 
vision. 
Martin Luther King's "dream" articulated a vision and is described 
by Bass (1985) as a transformational leader who initiates change and 
innovation. King argued for what was right (God's will) and not for 
what was acceptable (our will). 
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Stoner's (1988, p. 10) construct in Figure 2 illustrates the 
sequence of processes used by visionary leaders: the development of 
ideology, the formulation of vision, and goal setting. 
IDEOLOGY > VISIONING > GOAL-SETTING 
Figure 2. How Articulation of Vision Connects Ideology and Goals 
The sequence of the processes used by the visionary leaders in Figure 2 
is similar to the sequence of the processes used by Garfield's peak 
performers in Figure 3. The processes used by peak performers show that 
the development of a mission based on values motivates action. 
VALUES > MISSION > ACTION 
Figure 3. How Commitment to Values Motivates Action 
The mission that motivates answers the question "Why do I work so 
hard?" The mission is central to all other attributes in intrepreneurs 
and entrepreneurs. It all starts with a certain restlessness of the 
human spirit, a wish to be all that is possible. There is an internal 
decision to excel, an underlying passion to achieve. They think they 
are capable of more. They do not settle for comfort zones where they 
try, but not with all their might. This decision to excel begins with a 
commitment to something that gives meaning to their lives, something 
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zmportantj uniquely their ownt hut important to others. They have a 
clear mission, sense of purpose, and enthusiasm. 
As intrapreneurs, they do not perceive themselves as powerless 
within the organization. They find ways to align their preference or 
mission that motivates with the organization’s mission rather than "sub¬ 
jugating their personal mission or "sabotaging" the organization's 
mission. 
Visionary leaders are able to catalyze alignment around a common 
vision where people work in harmony so no one needs to give orders; 
everyone assumes responsibility for its success (Keifer and Stroh, 
1984) . In the Apollo Moon project, no one had to be reminded where they 
were going. Their mission was clear: to place a man on the moon, not 
to be leaders in space exploration which loses something—specificity, 
excitement, and a clear vision of what success looks like. Unfortu¬ 
nately, the latter type of mission statement is the norm in many 
organizations. 
Because their mission pivots on their values they are compelled to 
carry out this mission, or do what they "must" do> even though there are 
other things they "would like" to do. This makes the choice easy be¬ 
cause then they have no choice and are freed up to "go for it" and 
devote a major share of their energies to this mission. When they do, 
they act with unusual consistency, commitment, obsessiveness, persis¬ 
tence, and risk more. They act with a sustained effort and commitment 
to a personally compelling mission (Garfield, 1986, p. 78). An under¬ 
lying passion is easy to see. This is the essence of motivation. 
To fill in the profile, they have setbacks which they learn from 
but they proceed with an iron determination. They trust their gut and 
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intuition. They know they can depend on themselves. They are aware of 
what they can and cannot change. They have no preconceived limitations 
set by fear of failure. Some are inspired by the skepticism of others. 
They know their work has meaning beyond pleasing a boss or feeding a 
family. Against all odds, they transform "stumbling blocks into step¬ 
ping stones. When things look darkest, they maintain optimism and 
persevere. 
Motivation. Garfield believes that external motivation by a mana¬ 
ger or a task toward a mission is short-lived. The Apollo 11, an exter¬ 
nal source of motivation, and an endeavor in which Garfield partici¬ 
pated, exacted exceptional performances from average people for the 
duration of the project. But if this external "jump start" catches fire 
internally, this is motivation that is intrinsic, meaningful, and there¬ 
fore lasting. There is general agreement that external motivation is 
short-lived and internal motivation is lasting, but there is disagree¬ 
ment about the role of external motivation. McClelland (1985) states 
that external motivators that are supplied extinguish internal motiva¬ 
tion. 
However, Garfield (1986) does not believe that we have no choice 
but to sit and wait for motivation to happen. He believes PP attributes 
can be taught to help others orchestrate their own peak performance. 
The place where the internal decision to excel is made is the internal 
locus of control. That place can be found in individuals and culti¬ 
vated. Whether the source of motivation is external or internal, it 
ultimately becomes internal and the duration clues us as to the source; 
if lasting it is internal, if not it is external. 
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External sources of motivation such as managers or tasks have been 
mentioned, however, another external source commonly thought to motivate 
is pay. There have been studies that have examined the link between pay 
and motivation and pay and job satisfaction. Studies show that pay is 
not a determinant of satisfaction (McClelland, 1985; Garfield, 1986; 
Herzberg, 1959) when pay is at an acceptable level comparable to 
employees in similar work in other organizations (Heneman and Schwab, 
1974). If they feel undercompensated, they often anticipate a reduction 
in their job performance as a result (Keaveny and Allen, 1983). Atti¬ 
tudes toward pay are more a function of the difference between the 
amount received and what they feel is due them according to Lawler 
(Monczka and Foster, 1977). One study of 354 people showed that 90% 
were dissatisfied with their pay to some extent. Rather than increase 
their pay, a system of non-monetary organizational rewards was developed 
to increase self-actualization and job satisfaction, according to Lawler 
(Monczka and Foster, 1977). 
Studies of external motivation are intertwined with self- 
actualization since this need level of Maslow's Need Hierarchy, shown 
below in Figure 4, is the target of motivational efforts. Some studies 
Figure 4. Need Mix When Self-Actualization and Esteem Needs 
are High Strength and Physiological Needs are Low 
Strength. 
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yield clues as to appropriate management roles, given this new breed of 
inner-directed employee (Sinetar, 1980), who is underutilized and in 
some cases overqualified (Birn, 1979; Jones, 1980; Zippo, 1982). 
Appropriate management goals are: (1) to help the employee effect a 
state of self-actualization (Stoffels, 1978); (2) to appeal to indi¬ 
viduals' needs, e.g., achievement, recognition, the work itself 
(Terpstra, 1979); and (3)to reduce dissatisfaction by adjusting their 
own supervision styles, and manipulating environmental variables, e.g., 
working conditions, system support, and discipline, according to Smith 
and Ellis (1982) who relied heavily on Herzberg (1959). For nursing, a 
field that currently suffers dangerously low personnel shortages nation¬ 
wide, self-actualization, working conditions, and direct economic 
rewards have the most chance of improving job performance (Reif, 
Premselaar, Williams, 1982). 
Collons (1981) suggests that to the extent that managers foster 
self-actualization among their employees and strive to meet individual 
needs through organizational design, the interests of the organization 
are best served. Both organization and individual benefit when inter¬ 
ests are mutual and values shared. However, both must compromise—the 
organization, sharpness of goals, and the individual, some individual¬ 
ity. 
Studies show correlations between self-actualization and job satis¬ 
faction. A study of curriculum developers (Curley, 1982) and higher 
education faculty in San Diego showed that satisfied teachers were more 
self-actualized than the dissatisfied teachers (Sheikh, 1985). 
In contrast, a number of studies found show deficiencies in self 
actualization, autonomy, and esteem-need deficiencies where there is 
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also no job satisfaction. These studies include: Smith and Decker's 
(1976) study of internal auditors; Mernic, Aranya, and Pollock's (1979) 
study of accountants; and Brenner’s (1974) study of industrial account¬ 
ants. In the areas that were most important to them, e.g., independent 
thought, action, and goal-setting, they felt the least satisfied. 
Because people are good at what they do does not mean they are 
satisfied. Peak or high performers "love" their work, but even in 
hostile environments are able to maintain a peak level of performance 
(Garfield, 1986). Argyris indicts formal organizations charging that 
they are anti—maturing and act against the employee's self-actualization 
(Oates, 1976). 
For pragmatic reasons, peak performer is synonymous with self- 
actualizer. Existing research does not support the view that peak 
performance or self-actualization correlates positively with job 
satisfaction. 
The computer search for studies that examined self-actualization 
and job performance and self-actualization and job satisfaction only 
turned up the latter. We have seen that there is conflicting evidence 
about the relationship between self-actualization and job satisfaction. 
There is no conclusive evidence that self-actualization leads to 
increased job satisfaction. Thecrucial question not answered directly 
in this literature review but asked in this study is: Does self- 
actualization lead to peak job performance. Another important question 
that needs to be addressed empirically is: If one is self-actualized 
and job satisfied, does that formula result in peak job performance? 
Commitment. The difference between motivation and commitment seems 
to be that motivation is an intrinsic factor that is extrinsically 
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manifest as a commztment. A visible commitment means that an external 
or vntemal source of motivation is present. Carew et al. (1984) also 
link commitment and motivation and describe commitment as "a function of 
motivation and confidence" (p. 6). Garfield found self-confidence a key 
attribute of PPs (see section on Self-Management Through Self-Mastery). 
When committed, PPs become passionate about their natural inclina¬ 
tions. They put preference before expertise (Garfield, 1986, p. 96) or 
do what they are good at which builds confidence in self and others. 
They identify the mission that motivates3 then learn the skills needed 
to succeed. They draw from past successes and find mentors and ways of 
doing outstanding work. They "act as if" to develop the habit of seeing 
themselves as peak performers whether they have produced the evidence or 
not. 
Garfield points out that in the Soviet Union, East Germany, and 
other Eastern European nations, the study of "human maximum" is a dis¬ 
tinct scientific discipline. Soviet-bloc physiologists focus more on 
general principles applied to behavioral change programs. They focus 
less on what individuals are committed to. But Garfield advocates a 
marriage between human passion and scientific technique to promote 
major, not modest increases in performance. 
Values. The peak performers’ mission is an expression of their 
intrinsic values. These values sustain their energy reserves when the 
going gets roughest. Their values include but are not limited to 
achievement, contribution and therefore getting results in time3 sel$- 
management 3 assisting others with their development3 creativity and 
innovation through risk-taking3 and synergy through team-work. They 
look for points of individual and organizational alignment and 
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opportunity. They are oonsciously attentive to feedback, the need for 
course correctvon, and the challenge of change (Garfield, 1986, p. 266). 
They produce "quality" as well as goods and services, a matter of 
ethics. They are not "saints." They just care a lot about what they 
do. They may be pulled by different values such as being effective, 
leaving one's mark on the world, good workmanship, and other values. 
All are important to them, but the value that is strongest takes over 
(Garfield, 1986). 
Nations as well as individuals are transformed by a conscious 
application of values. In the mid 50s, if an item in a store was 
labeled Made in Japan, it was ridiculed. Now, the reaction ist "Is 
their workmanship as good as the Japanese?" 
Positive addiction. PPs "love" their work but are not workaholics. 
The characteristics of PPs and workaholics overlap, however, the dif¬ 
ferences between them are stark. The differences can be measured in 
terms of the positive or negative impact of work on the individual and 
her relationships (Garfield, 1986; Barkas, 1984). Work is controlled by 
or controls the individual to a large extent. The individual is either 
satisfied and fulfilled by work that has purpose, direction, and pro¬ 
duces results, or the individual is addicted to activity_, "used up" and 
depleted by her work leaving no energy for her personal life. This 
usually leads to divorce unless the spouse is also a workaholic, enjoys 
being alone, or is very understanding (Barkas, 1984, p. 81). Either 
time mismanagement gets them into this situation or they use work to 
avoid socializing. PPs know they must pace themselves or, as Garfield 
states it, pull back to correct course before too much damage is done to 
one's spirit or relationships. 
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Their values are clear and well ordered. PPs value their families 
and family support and communicate that to them (Blanchard, 1986; 
Garfield, 1986). On the other hand, the workaholic neglects and feels 
guilt about the family’s message of discontent and they work harder. 
This guilt is expressed as resentment that the family does not know 
what they are going through and friends expect too much (Garfield, 1986, 
p. 232). The striking similarities in the impact of workaholism and 
alcoholism on the individual physiologically, psychologically, and on 
their work—family relationships constitute a strong argument in support 
of moderation. 
Achievement motivation. McClelland (1985) studied and summarized 
what is known about the achievement motive, its characteristics, and 
how people acquire it. Many struggle with developing a way to measure 
the achievement motive defined as "motives, drive, orient, and select 
behavior" (McClelland, 1985, p. 226). 
McClelland (1985) examined the achievement motive and addressed the 
characteristics of people with a strong need to achieve. Studies show 
that achievement motivated people do not always perform better than 
others. It depends on the incentive. To perform better than others, 
those with a high need for achievement (people high in n Achievement) 
must have the sense of intrinsic satisfaction—that they are doing some¬ 
thing better for its own sake. Hence, having a high need for achieve¬ 
ment then does not presume good school grades. In fact, they tend not 
to do "better" in school since studying does not give direct performance 
feedback. 
If the incentive is to go home early for example, low achievers 
excel. But when the incentive is to do something better for its own 
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sake, then high achievers excel. As long as they were left alone and 
not distracted by external promptings or encouragement, studies show 
that those with a high need for achievement did better than those with a 
low need for achievement. 
A number of traits characterize people with a high need for achieve¬ 
ment. Studies show that people with a high need for achievement prefer 
moderate task difficulty, moderate risk, and moderate challenge. They 
assume personal responsibility for a task. PPs assume personal respon¬ 
sibility for precipitating an action they think should be taken and 
employ self-management skills which are derived from an internal self- 
mastery (Garfield, 1986). They persist longer on unusually difficult 
tasks; Garfield’s (1986) PPs have an "iron determination." They prefer 
feedback on their performance as opposed to feedback on their relation¬ 
ships with others. They are innovative and try to do things differently 
to get quicker results, almost any way they can. There is a clear rela¬ 
tionship between people with a high need for achievement and entrepren¬ 
eurial activities (McClelland, 1985). 
Ideologies motivate. While testing the hypothesis that Protestant 
parenting positively influenced those with a high need for achievement, 
researchers realized that Reformist ideology translates too rapidly into 
economic growth to reflect child-rearing attitudes even though such 
attitudes may have provided significant influence. Instead they con¬ 
cluded that any ideological movement that helps people set higher 
achievement goals would produce similar results. 
Peak performance. Privette (1981) distinguished between perform¬ 
ers, performance, and peak experience and studied peak performance to 
find the elements that transcend usual functioning that are common to 
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high level performance. She found that different states of this func¬ 
tioning are self-actualization, peak experience, and altered states of 
consciousness. The term transcendent functioning was introduced by 
Privette in the late 60s. 
Peak performance or behavior that transcends predictable function¬ 
ing more fully than could be reasonably expected is "more productive, 
creative, and superior to habitual efforts. This peak performance is 
not limited to a type of activity" (p. 58). This phenomenon has been 
studied in sports (Garfield, 1984) and aesthetic events. 
The significance of her study is that factors associated with a 
description of peak performance are (1) identified and constitute an 
identifiable psychological entity (Privette, 1981), and (2) "initiates a 
research basis for understanding superior use of human potential" 
(p. 57). She used the following study methods. 
Sample. In order to examine various types of performance versus a 
single type, she studied four groups of 120 college students of various 
ages and both sexes in the following categories: introductory psychol¬ 
ogy, creative arts, adult education, and counselor education graduate 
students. 
Instrument. She used a questionnaire to collect descriptions of 
experiences that she and her associate developed through her previous 
study (Privette, 1964; Privette and Landsman, 1983). This instrument 
consisted of four parts: two parts with open-ended questions to elicit 
narrative responses from peak and average performers, and two parts 
which allowed respondents to rate the importance of 73 items using a 
Likert scale for peak and average performers. 
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Two doctoral students were given criteria to judge the narratives. 
They took only the ones that they agreed were representative of peak 
performance based on the criteria and discarded those narratives that 
described usual behavior, or altered states. Privette quantified 
qualitative data by including in the data analysis scores which corre¬ 
sponded with the narratives. A process of factor analysis of the data 
resulted in 22 factors that are associated with peak performance. 
Research design. ANOVA was used to compare (1) peak and average 
performance, (2) the four groups, and (3) males and females. Factor 
Analysis was used "to allow inferences that extend participant's con¬ 
scious intended reports" (Privette, 1981, p. 61). 
Results. Of 22 factors, 13 had positive associations with peak 
performance. In brief, they include: (1) clear focus: absorption vs. 
other orientation, diffusion; (2) immediate involvement; (3) trigger: 
involvement versus doubt, other orientation; (A) clear focus: self and 
situation; (5) impulse toward closure; (6) spontaneity; (7) freedom from 
outside restraints; (8) inner freedom; (9) awareness of peak perfor¬ 
mance; (10) peak experience; (11) intentionality; (12) understanding, 
expression of self; (13) meaningful response to another person. 
Using ANOVA she found a significant difference between peak and 
average performances. However, there were no significant differences 
between males and females or among the four groups overall. 
While she reports no overall significant differences between 
groups, differences on certain factors were noted. On factors 1, 5, and 
6, men scored higher. On two factors, variance was attributable to 
group membership. On Factor 12, counselors scored highest and adult 
education lowest. 
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Peak performance is characterized by: (1) clear focus on object 
and self—clear is distinguished from ordinary or fuzzy and from normal 
or fragmented focus; (2) spontaneity and unrestrained behavior is dis¬ 
tinguished from gritting your teeth or letting it flow unhampered by 
indecision; (3) expression of self and a feeling of strength "that grows 
from the mobilization of the whole being, "if the expression of the 
whole being is in words, people are lucid and articulate; if it is in 
lifting an object, they are strong; in running, they are fast for their 
whole beings are running" (Privette, 1981, p. 66). 
As we have seen, there is considerable support by Garfield (1986) 
and the visionary theorists for this clear vision that Privette 
describes (Bennis and Nanus, 1985; Kiefer and Stroh, 1984; Allen and 
Kraft, 1984). Privette asserts that her research basis has wide appli¬ 
cation "to classrooms, athletic and sports training programs, in work 
groups, in individual and art expression, wherever expanding any func¬ 
tional ability is desired." She states that her research shows peak 
performance can be increased in several ways: (1) develop a clear focus 
by using the feedback method; (2) eliminate extraneous intrusions, espe¬ 
cially the compelling need for peer approval; (3) have those experiences 
that richly fulfill relationship needs and facilitate peak performance, 
e.g., growth groups; and (4) meditate and relax to enhance clear focus. 
Privette (1983) compares the following constructs: joy (peak ex¬ 
perience) , superior functioning (peak performance), and flow (an 
intrinsically rewarding experience) similar in construct to the first 
two. She discusses the attributes shared by all three as well as their 
differences. Privette makes a major contribution with this research. 
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We have discussed the need to achieve, seen evidence that peak per¬ 
formance Is distinguishable from average performance, and now know PPs 
have a mission or the "click" that gets them going. But what about 
potential that has not yet been realized? 
Potential peak performers. According to Garfield (1986), those who 
think they do not have guts just really do not have a powerful enough 
mission. They just need to examine their preferences and make that 
internal decision to excel. 
Money. Money is for Garfield's PPs a benchmark against which to 
measure their own progress. The flow of money slows when money replaces 
the original mission. When people compete with others, they are 
neglecting their own development. 
Wrong spot. When people know a spot is wrong for them, it weakens 
their natural abilities as well as their abilities to deal with whatever 
comes along. They know when they have found their niohe because the 
alignment of personal interest with organizational interests makes it 
easy—unleashing hidden energy reserves. They do not get in their own 
wayy compromise their values, or sell themselves short. They love their 
jobs, feel competent, grow, and get results that they and others can 
see. Their work and moral values coincide. Even if they get off 
course, they can get back on course because they are centered and know 
where their center is (Garfield, 1986). 
Dormant missions. People who have traded their passion for secur¬ 
ity wonder if they can discriminate between what really matters and what 
does not. They wonder if they will have the courage to act on it. Old 
missions are like unrequited love. They do not die easily and are some 
times waiting in readiness to move to center stage (Garfield, 1986). 
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Other influences shape the course of our lives as well as our job 
profiles. But it's not what happens to us, it’s what we do with what 
happens to us. That’s the difference that makes the difference which 
makes it unsafe to bet against the swimmer with the lead or to bet on 
the one with the cork. 
Personhood. The real task is two-fold. One not only has to climb 
the mountain, but "he must master himself or there will be little of him 
left to enjoy the view" (Garfield, 1986, p. 194). 
Results in Real Time 
Key. The right amount of challenge is a key variable. The right 
amount makes you "exert, test limits, and still succeed" (Garfield, 
1986, p. 272; McClelland, 1985). Too little challenge is boring, too 
much is discouraging. Like missions, results motivate with the right 
amount of challenge. To achieve results in time, they "work smarter 
not harder" to be effective. PPs avoid fulfilling expectations of 
others such as arriving early, staying late, and looking busy at their 
desks. 
Seeing opportunities first. Not too long ago the goal was to shat¬ 
ter the status quo. So much has changed so fast that the goal now is to 
keep current with the status quo. Amidst such change, PPs are able to 
keep up, anticipate change, and see opportunities before they become 
obvious (Garfield, 1986, p. 131). 
Busy work. An important distinction is made here between busy work 
and tangible results-producing activities (Garfield, 1986; Barkas, 
1984). One might experience the "treadmill blues" rather than pride of 
accomplishment when checking off items on a To Do List that do not fit 
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into a larger picture. Thzs is an activity trap when the urgent crowds 
out the important. Daily tasks and survival concerns have less power to 
dcrmnate the individual if connected to a deeper purpose. Goals are 
undermined when "daily actions become disconnected from a deeper pur¬ 
pose." For example, the convenience of health care workers precedes 
quality patient care, or the profit in the insurance industry precludes 
consumer needs (Garfield, 1986, p. 155). 
Daily actions rather than major strategies are more important to 
keeping the organization on track (Garfield, 1986; Peters and Waterman, 
1982) . Corporate strategist and former Planning Director for both IBM 
and Xerox, Dr. Michael Kami, sees things differently. He thinks that 
one or two major brilliant strategies are more critical to organiza¬ 
tional success than a hundred money-saving ideas at the telephone and 
paper-clip level (Garfield, 1986). 
Leveraging skills. Leveraging skills and amplifying current skills 
is found to be as necessary to achieving results in time as acquiring 
new skills. PPs maintain their competitive edge and get more productiv¬ 
ity out of their skills when for example, (1) they amplify existing 
skills with, for example, the use of a computer, or (2) acquire new 
skills through deficiency training, e.g., fiscal skills. Growth train- 
ing focuses on strengths that will provide the most leverage. They do 
not think that once they acquire a particular skill that they have it 
made. For PPs} learning is on-going. 
Innovate and/or consolidate. Some PPs are at their best if they 
are innovating3 have resources available to use3 and count on change as 
a source of energy. They do not always wait until they have everything 
they need to make a move; they make creative use of what they have. 
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Other PPs are at their best if they are consolidating, can control 
resources, and improve what they already know how to do. They plan 
their moves differently. They do not make a move until they have all of 
their "ducks in a row" and are ready to go first class. Many PPs can 
use both sets of skills, innovating and consolidating in different 
situations or in the same situation to initiate and follow through on 
projects. 
Power and organizational issues are perceived and handled differ¬ 
ently by consolidator PPs. The 'issue of power over resources setdom 
generates turf issues among consolidator PPs—only for those who per¬ 
ceive themselves as powerless. Powerlessness corrupts. Bradford and 
Cohen's (1984) model of manager as developer of employees effectuates a 
shift in focus from individual turfs when employees are encouraged to 
share departmental level responsibilities. PPs view themselves and the 
organization positively. They see the organization as an environment 
that can be influenced. At worsts they can still perform at peak 
levels in hostile environments. They can turn lemons into lemonade 
against all odds. 
Self-Management Through Self-Mastery 
Is external managerial leadership incompatible with self¬ 
management? 
Self-management is seen as an idea whose time has come. This vir¬ 
tually unexplored human potential lies near the heart of this study. 
Self-managers can effectively mobilize personal resources. They can 
connect daily actions to deeper purposes. PPs can align their own mis¬ 
sion with the organization's mission3 sustain their own motivation, and 
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make the next move without always looking for direction. 
This movement 
toward self-control is Illustrated below in Figure 5 





Figure 5. External Control Versus Self-Control 
such as their managers to contribute. Hence, external managerial lead¬ 
ership is not considered incompatible with self-management (Manz and 
Sims, 1980) since the energies of both are liberated (Garfield, 1986, 
p. 141). 
It is cost beneficial to exploit self-controlling behavior which 
naturally occurs. Most people tend to operate in this mode, particular¬ 
ly in the absence of relative external constraints. McClelland (1985) 
states that for individuals who are predisposed toward self-management, 
this predisposition may be a measure of the individual's need to 
achieve. 
Several factors influence the appropriateness of developing self¬ 
management in employees, e.g., the nature of the task and problem. 
Self-management is most appropriate for creative, analytical, and intel¬ 
lectual tasks. Other influencing factors include: availability of 
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time, importance of subordinate development, employee eagerness, desire, 
and capacity (Manz and Sims, 1980). 
According to Drucker, the biggest change in management will come in 
the 80s when we learn what we taught the Japanese but did not learn: 
that "people are a resource and not a cost" (Garfield, 1986, p. 148). 
For the most part, many of our managers still see laborers as "un¬ 
skilled, pre-literate sharecroppers" (p. 147). 
Self-confidence. PPs are internally self-confident because they 
are externally effective3 and they are externally effective because they 
are internally self-confident. Garfield (1986, p. 58) states, "... 
their confidence is based on their productive human capacities rather 
than on brandishing personal power." 
They have an unyielding belief in the likelihood of their own 
success. O’Reilly (1973) studied the relationship between self¬ 
perception of required abilities and performance effectiveness among 64 
clerical workers in a public sector organization. It was found that 
high performers, more than low performers, perceived themselves as 
having more or higher levels of job required abilities. 
Their self-confidence grows out of their mental and emotional self- 
knowledge. They know their own strengths and preferences. To know 
themselves, they inventory themselves to assess their strengths which 
are highly specific. No one ever commented that Beethoven could not 
sing (Garfield, 1986). This inventory helps them know the strengths 
that can be used to meet their challenges and put preference before 
expertise (Garfield, 1986, p. 150). It helps them develop a sense of 
what they need to learn. 
They don't waste time berating themselves (Garfield, 1986, p. 150) 
for doing something badly. In addition, visionary leaders like Karl 
Wallenda, the tight rop aerialist, focus on the vision and not the 
obstacles. They "simply don’t think about failure, don’t even use the 
word" (Bennis and Manus, 1985, p. 69). They can remain poised under 
pressure and work long hours at peak performing levels. They oan take 
multiple perspectives on a given issue, while the egocentric person 
cannot separate herself from her own point of view even temporarily to 
see what others see. 
Feedback. PPs have enough self-confidence and ego strength to ask 
for feedback on their own performance so they can make use of others' 
perceptions. They have the ability to learn from others and so con¬ 
sciously seek mentors, usually other PPs. PPs also share strategies. 
For example, they advise that it is all right to say you do not know an 
answer, but always say you will find out and then do it (Bradford and 
Cohen, 1984). 
Feedback is valued by peak performers. However, there is evidence 
which shows why it may not occur as often as it should. Through 
Fisher’s (1979) review of the literature, she found that the supervisor 
may not be the best person to get timely and accurate performance feed¬ 
back from. Supervisors preferred not to give feedback because they 
anticipated negative reactions and they were basically reluctant to 
transmit unpleasant messages. They preferred to give high performers 
the good news first. Therefore, feedback may be delayed or distorted by 
inflating it. When supervisors are required to give feedback at least 
annually, there's no delay in giving feedback. 
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Good or poor ratings are based on the ratee’s frame of reference. 
For example. If an excellent rating Is expected, but a moderately high 
rating is received, this may be heard as a poor rating. 
Fisher (1979) found that generally superiors inflated feedback but 
found no evidence of delay which may be a function of the short-term 
nature of the study. She urged that her hypothesis which is grounded in 
the literature stand until further evidence obtains since the experiment 
was short term and the data were not collected from an actual organiza¬ 
tional setting. 
Bimodal thinking. PPs are capable of bimodal thinking which is to 
take both the micro or worm's eye view of things and the macro or bird’s 
eye view of things. They are capable of intuitiveness and creativity 
while being analytical and logical. They are capable of clarity amidst 
ambiguity. While these thought processes are polar opposites, they are 
not incompatible and PPs use both. The micro view often dominates. 
But, PPs get impressive results when making decisions with the macro 
view or the overall mission in mind. Successful leaders rely on both 
intuition and rational thought (Ackerman, 1984; Kiefer and Senge, 1984). 
PPs are faced with the challenge of keeping things that count in 
perspective while tolerating confusion and ambiguity in order to make 
new knowledge. The most immediate example is a research project. PPs 
know that ultimately the subconscious has to do the work. Therefore, 
they are willing, after "binging out" on the problem and providing the 
"stuff" (data) for the subconscious to chew on, to let it go, trusting 
that creative work will take place. Barkas (1984) lets hers "percolate. 
After a few days, all processes are required to break down a problem 
into manageable parts which include analysis and synthesis as weul as 
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intuition. The macroperspectlve enables one to Innovatlvely combine 
these new elements Into a new whole. To achieve this new clarity, PPs 
learn to tolerate temporary ambiguity. 
Mental rehearsal. This term refers to the ability to develop 
tmages of successful actions in the mind because images motivate more 
than words. The value of imprinting images of success on the mind was 
shown in a research project. Garfield evaluated the speaking ability of 
people who were afraid to speak in public for sales encounters, presen¬ 
tations at meetings, or to large groups. The following is the project 
summary with findings: 
Group 1 took a how—to course on techniques for public—speaking 
using what one might call a purely informational approach, 
reading and studying the techniques but delivering no actual 
talks. Group 2 did some reading and gave two talks per week 
to small audiences of friends and other class members. Group 
3 did some reading on effective speaking, watched video tapes 
of effective speakers, and rehearsed mentally twice a day. 
They delivered one talk per week to small audiences of 
friends and other class members. Raters who did not know 
which group was which evaluated their speaking ability both 
before and after. (Garfield, 1986, p. 161). 
Group 1 did not improve. Group 2 improved significantly. Group 3 im¬ 
proved even more. This capacity exists and is "clamoring to be used" as 
Maslow would say (p. 161). Group III did so much "better because rather 
than trying to upgrade their skills gradually3 they had been practicing 
a peak performing norm" (Garfield, 1986, p. 161). PPs use mental 
rehearsal to bracket a problem or project, let it "percolate" while they 
attend to other things, and in a few days experience new insights 
(Garfield, 1986, p. 162). 
A report on a study conducted by a Special Committee of the 
National Research Council summarizes those self-improvement techniques 
which are scientifically supported and those which crumble under 
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scrutiny (Roberts, 1988). They found support for unconventional tech¬ 
niques such as sleep learning and mental imaging done while practicing. 
Mental rehearsal helps to improve performance when there is a clear 
pattern of steps that are rehearsed. During light sleep, people can 
absorb some information such as vocabulary; what they already know can 
be reinforced. Completely new information can be learned if awakened in 
the middle of the night, but is best recalled when a person is similarly 
drowsy (Roberts, 1988). 
Since there was no scientific support for cohesive groups, NLP, 
training, the power of the paranormal, ESP, or psychokinesis, 
these techniques are not described here. However, they were not coldly 
rejected. The conclusion was that components of some may help but we 
are warned against buying into the notion, for example, that biofeedback 
improves performance because it reduces stress. All it does is reduce 
muscle tension. This reduction in muscle tension is produced by the 
relaxed state. Also components of some accelerated learning programs 
"may help" (Roberts, 1988). 
Self-managed organizations. Studies on self-managed organizations 
were a "find" and were discovered serendipitously while computer search¬ 
ing self-management. If personal growth is a move away from external 
conflict to internal control or self-management, then what was the dif¬ 
ference between organizations as we know them and self-managed organi¬ 
zations? These studies showed that self-managed organizations exist in 
countries with similar government structures in Yugoslavia, and the 
Basque province of Spain. Studies show self-management works (Laberg, 
1978; Alieva, 1983). In one study there was more participation, job 
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satisfaction, and less alienation between white and blue collar workers 
than in a capitalistic firm. 
Team Builder/Team Player 
People collaborate with others because at times there is no pay-off 
for solitary efforts and people become frustrated and angry. At this 
point, there is one obvious option. Quit! PPs identify another option— 
to "align with available forces—the job, the people and the organiza¬ 
tional environment" (Garfield, 1986, p. 174). They collaborate with 
others to self-actualize and find this powerfully motivating due to the 
match of individual interests with organizational interests. Cross¬ 
training and cross—fertilization in matrix approaches often enrich the 
team experience. Companies would not opt for work teams or quality 
circles if "groupthink" was their dominant characteristic. But when 
team work shows up in top companies, collaboration is valued by that 
organization. 
This concentration on higher order needs reflects a shift in focus 
from survival to satisfaction, recognition, and quality of work life. 
This shift dramatizes the gap between generations of Americans oriented 
to the notion of "going the extra mile" and the younger generation who 
will "do what they are told and not one iota more" (Garfield, 1986, 
p. 177). 
Type Z Organizations. The organizational response to this trend is 
Ouchi's Type Z organization. These organizations have low turnover, 
high morale, and company loyalty. Theory Z managers make certain 
assumptions about workers. They assume workers have higher needs for 
self-esteem and belonging to the organization. They assume workers want 
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be all they can be. Therefore, the organization should offer autonomy 
and responsibility. They assume that higher level needs are as basic as 
lower level survival needs. 
The Type Z management style blends Japanese and American traits 
which enable individuals to have it both ways —affiliation and autonomy. 
'From the Japanese (we get), long-term employment, consensual decision¬ 
making, slow promotion and evaluation, and concern for the whole. From 
the Americans (we get) informal types of control, specialized career 
paths, and individual achievement" (Garfield, 1986, p. 176). The fol¬ 
lowing companies are offered as examples of Theory Z companies: Delta 
Proctor and Gamble, Cray Research, 3M, and Cummins Engine 
(Garfield, 1986). 
Team builders. PP managers persuade, seek input, share rewards and 
recognition, trust3 and give autonomy. They do not order3 threaten3 or 
pressure. PP managers are coaches (Blanchard, 1982; Garfield, 1986), 
developers (Bradford and Cohen, 1984), team builders (Carew et al., 
1986), and facilitators of collective problem-solving. They build3 
lead3 and join teams. They help individual team members establish 
bridges between the individual goals and team goals (Garfield, 1986). 
They keep alive the spirit and enthusiasm. They keep alive the 
mission statement through various visual symbols3 slogans, and posters. 
They keep the mission intact with peer pressure that reminds people of 
values, standards, and team work. If my end of the boat sinks, so does 
yours. They communicate so that there are no hidden agendas that might 
surface to later sabotage goals (Garfield, 1986). 
They know intimidation does not work since it replaces "team 
concern" with "me concern." Intimidation, a poor long-term motivator. 
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threatens job security which leads to self-imposed underutilization and 
individuals resort to that all too familiar behavior exhibited under 
autocratic control. One autocratic leader removed the bathroom stall 
doors to discourage reading on company time (Garfield, 1986)! 
Underutilization and overqualification exist at all levels of the 
organization (Zippo, 1982) and have undesirable consequences for both 
individual and organization. A national survey of 1,515 American 
workers on the quality of employment by the University of Michigan's 
Survey Research Center showed: 36% of American workers feel their 
skills are underutilized; 32% believe they are overeducated for their 
positions ("A warning," 1979). In addition to other findings, this 
survey duplicates a previous survey done from 1973-1979 and shows a 
slightly significant decline in job satisfaction. Employees are better 
educated, but job designs do not use their talents; therefore, U.S. 
productivity increase in 1978 was .1% and Japan's was 9.5% (Birn, 1979; 
Jones, 1980). 
Problems with co-workers arise because individuals are experiencing 
job stress, e.g., role ambiguity, role overload, and underutilization of 
skill as shown in a study of 651 employees interviewed in five Mid¬ 
western work organizations. These stressors are associated with dis¬ 
satisfaction with the source of stress itself and with other people in 
the system (Beehr, 1981). These employees are bored (Benzahel, 1981) 
since they are overqualified and not motivated. They are absent and 
have considerable turnover (Gupta and Beehr, 1979) since they leave for 
the challenges (Scannell, 1978). 
Some literature discusses this problem of underutilization in rela¬ 
tion to data processing employees who have difficulty communicating 
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effectively with managers. On the other hand, Apple computer, a private 
company 75% owned by the employees, hires overqualified people to avoid 
complacency (Kuzela, 1980). 
One approach to fully utilizing human resources employs the concept 
of Cognitive Style Positioning Strategy that embraces the team approach 
for higher self-actualization, retention of employees, and increased 
production (White and Steele, 1983). Four roles or cognitive styles 
were created: evaluator, conceptualizer, analyzer, and energizer. 
Established groups never met unless someone functioned in each role and 
roles were rotated. 
PP managers care more about results than dominance. They "dele¬ 
gate" so that -people are empowered3 free to multiply their own strengths, 
take risks, and build confidence. "Power given is power gained" 
(Garfield, 1986, p. 170; Stroh, 1984). A case in point—a particular 
CEO sent a Russian doll to each newly appointed manager to symbolize 
that the company valued giving power to gain it, and not so that mana¬ 
gers could dominate or squelch others. They "carry the water" for their 
people so they can get on with their jobs and they do not interfere. 
They "stretch the abilities of others" by giving them responsibilities3 
telling them the objectives3 letting them do it3 and encouraging them to 
take initiative. They see the import of confronting themselves and 
contemporaries to grow. They "encourage educated risk-taking," not 
foolhardy plunges, that show promise of success and allow for self¬ 
correction if setbacks occur (Garfield, 1986, p. 181). 
If setbacks occur3 they focus on problem solving3 not blaming. The 
crisis the sub-unit is facing is part of the individual’s growth and 
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they should not be robbed of the opportunity. The individual's contri¬ 
bution can be a factor in resolving the crisis as well as a factor in 
the individual's professional growth (Garfield, 1986; Bradford and 
Cohen, 1984). 
PP managers are authentic; they do not hide behind roles. They 
give constructive feedback to illuminate goals. Among PPs, there are 
less frequent antagonisms in the three tier hierarchy where the super¬ 
iors (grandparents) and nonmanagerial employees (children) usually share 
the middle manager (parent) as the common enemy. Between each of the 
two closest groups, there is too much competition. These relationships 
point up differences among leadership styles. Kanter (1983) dis¬ 
tinguishes leadership styles of the transformational leader or change 
master and the traditional leader. Ackerman (1984) also distinguishes 
between leaders and managers. 
Course Correction 
Critical path is not a perfect paths but the most efficient path 
which is headed in the right direction. The impulse to correct course 
is inherent and PPs hone skills for knowing when to correct course. 
They can initiate or capitalize on imposed rapid and radical change. 
They see possibilities before they become obvious (Garfield, 1986, 
p. 222). Artificial intelligence research at Carnegie Mellon University 
shows logic and reason are rarely used for problem-solving. They think 
a feel for a situation and making even small daily changes has short¬ 
term payoffs. This is equally important to gathering facts. "They use 
devices such as contingency plans and strategic planning, feasibility 
studies, and worst-case scenarios . . ." (Garfield, 1986, p. 200). PPs 
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know that no plan guarantees results, so they employ correction skills: 
mental agilxty, concentration, learning from mistakes (Garfield, 1986, 
p. 226). 
Mental agvlrty and flexibility are needed and can be developed by 
learning to argue other points of view. PPs fall in love with a mission 
but not their own ideas, an easy way to get off course. They are able 
to get out of their own way by looking at alternatives. They practice 
force field analysis (Garfield, 1986; Lewin, 1951), exploiting driv¬ 
ing forces and making decisions about restraining forces. 
Concentration is needed. PPs have a hardiness and stamina that 
allows them to maintain high performance under stress for long hours. 
They are adaptable, have a high level of energy, resist stress, and they 
engage in activities to lower stress. 
The following example addresses concentration by peak performers on 
another level. The Japanese and Americans are concentrating their ener¬ 
gies as they race to develop the fifth generation computer since it will 
be the first to emulate the human brain—a first step toward true 
"artificial intelligence." This race will determine which nation takes 
the lead in the computer industry. In addition to math and spoken com¬ 
mands that today’s computers handle, it will "translate languages, 
advise scientists on research strategies, and actually make decisions" 
(Garfield, 1986, p. 213). 
Learning from mistakes. Mistakes are the way human beings learn. 
PPs do not use mistakes to blame and scapegoat others. Instead, they go 
straight for course correction, learning from their mistakes which are 
not considered failures in order to do a better job next time (Garfield, 
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1986; Bennis and Nanus, 1985). An example of a classic mistake made In 
many training situations follows. 
Garfield serves on a faculty that gives one and two day public 
workshops for companies on achieving and maintaining peak performance. 
The faculty had become accustomed to vigorous responses from senior and 
middle manager stars and rising stars until a session with a particular 
group. This group thought they were attending because they were under¬ 
achievers and needed remedial training to get them going. This was a 
"classic attempt by a manager to tack skills onto his plain old subordi¬ 
nates without considering the context for his action" (Garfield, 1986, 
p. 219). If they come feeling like losers, they lose. Ideally, 
according to Garfield, the workshop should be offered as a recognition 
event at the time of a job change to demonstrate continued company 
support of management's growth. 
The gap between present path and critical path is assessed and 
addressed by PPs at the company and municipal levels. Animated examples 
are provided by Sears department store and the city of Cleveland. In 
the late 60s, the Sears department store was in a depressed state. 
Their course correction efforts resulted in an expanded retail market 
and embraced virgin territories3 e.g., the financial big leagues of 
lending money and selling stock3 insurances and real estate. Due to a 
shift in industry from north to south, the city of Cleveland suffered an 
erosion of their industrial base (Garfield, 1986; Naisbitt, 1982). The 
people of the city proved to be the material for the successful turn¬ 
around. The private sector orchestrated a review of 63 city departments 
by loaned executives who saved the city $57,000,000 per year and a one 
time savings of $37,000,000 per year. An example of one finding was 
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that salt trucks had been loaded so many months in advance that the salt 
was unusable because it had solidified into a solid lump per truck. 
Cleveland’s construction was once again on the upswing (Garfield, 1986). 
Personal lives. PPs pay attention to the cues that they are off 
course in areas of their lives that are major contributors to effective¬ 
ness: self3 family, and work. Careful management and self-renewal are 
needed to successfully "push the edge" for extended periods and to avoid 
stress-related illnesses—hypertension3 obesity, drug abuse. PPs have 
better than average relationships at home and on the job. Garfield 
(1986) also addressed issues of jealousy and problems in work or family 
interpersonal relationships, but only to the extent that they are dis¬ 
tractions that can be extremely time and energy consuming. 
Overall fitness reduces stress and increases personal effectiveness 
(Blanchard, Edington, Blanchard, 1986; Garfield, 1986). There are four 
moderators that prevent stress from turning into strain (1) autonomy 
or a sense that they have choices and relatively good control, (2) con¬ 
nectedness or harmonious relationships at home and in the community, 
(3) perspective or the passionate purpose for what one is doing, and 
(4) tone or energy level, physical appearance, and well being (Blanchard 
et al., 1986). PPs monitor stress indicators which include: general 
physical pain, insomnia, hating the place of work, hiding behind the 
rules and formalities, resisting change, reduced productivity and per¬ 
formance, getting along poorly with peers and supervisors, and increased 
personal and family distress (Garfield, 1986, p. 229). 
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Change Management 
Willing to learn, PPs cultivate a high tolerance for ambiguity 
while they develop new ways of thinking-thinking that may result in 
goal readjustment. For example, AT&T is shedding old ways for new with 
its divestiture of satellite companies. PPs see the central company as 
an optimal climate. To hold onto the past is to fall behind (Garfield, 
1986; Naisbitt, 1982). Like Garfield’s PPs, Sashkin's (1986) visionary 
leaders deal effectively with change. 
Future shock and technoshock are the result of too much change and 
disorientation in a short period of time. There was a time when social 
change was barely perceptible in a lifetime. Now it occurs faster than 
can be imagined. PPs excel because of change. Hence, they exploit 
these opportunities, anticipate difficulties, adapt, and act to preserve 
what they can use and discard the rest (Garfield, 1986, p. 240). They 
manage change by riding the horse no matter which way it is going. They 
figure out in time if it is headed toward a wall so they can correct 
course. Rapid change requires them to deal with more choices faster. 
Radical change requires them to go slower to learn new things—usually 
information on our new source of wealth (Naisbitt, 1982) or technical 
things before they can get up to speed. Change resisters with bright 
minds fear being exposed and are unwilling to learn. 
PPs' strategies offer an alternative to "sink or swim." This 
alternative provides one with leverage at the individual level amidst 
rapid and radical change. They use the following change management 
skills and strategies. 
/ 
PPs are lifelong students, in which case, one may end up with two 
or three career changes if they are starting careers in 1986 (Garfield, 
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1986; Naisbitt, 1982). The Illiterates of the Information Age will be 
those who cannot learn and relearn. PPs make certain assumptions which 
serve as the basis for their commitment to lifelong learning. They 
assume that once lower order needs are reasonably met, higher order 
needs must be met (Garfield, 1986; Maslow, 1954). They assume that both 
are equally important. They assume that the inner restlessness that 
releases creativity is natural to everyone. 
PPs expect to succeed. PPs visualize3 rehearse, and follow their 
preferences (Garfield, 1986). 
PPs map alternative futures. They look for clues about trends and 
the general directions of change that could affect their missions. To 
map alternative futures, they pick the desired alternative and use feed¬ 
forward as astronauts do who simulate space flight. This mapping 
enables them to learn to establish the point from which they can con¬ 
sider future events. In this way, information from feedforward can be 
used as well as feedback (Garfield, 1986). 
PPs update the mission. Based on the outcome of mapping alterna¬ 
tive futures, new information may require relevant changes in the mis¬ 
sion or the nature of the mission. 
PPs engage in cogniculture or farming out less essential or low 
priority tasks—an important change management skill. For example, the 
cutting, pasting, and editing is more easily done with a word processor. 
PPs’ strengths are leveraged then because there is time to develop new 
mental capacities: intuition, hunches, and interpreting feelings. 
PPs have guts and vision so they do not get ground up in detail. 
Change can bring about positive outcomes or benestrophe—it does not 
always have to be a catastrophe. "Change can be powerful without being 
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negative" (Garfield, 1986, p. 257). "They can turn stress into learn¬ 
ing" (Garfield, 1986, p. 258) as a heart victim dees when she learns how 
to readjust her lifestyle. How PPs come through is determined by their 
attitudes. 
PPs can guide their own development by seeing and acting on shifts 
that elude others3 being able to anticipate and not get hung up on what 
everything means3 seeing that continuity between the past and the future 
or being a bit of one's own mother and one's own daughter (Garfield, 
1986, p. 261). 
Summary 
This chapter is organized according to Garfield's attributes and 
provides a review of the relevant research and literature on peak per¬ 
former attributes. Related studies on self-actualization, achievement 
motivation, peak performance, and underutilization were integrated with 
the attributes at relevant points. A summary of each attribute follows 
and begins with Garfield's findings. 
A Mission That Motivates is the call to action, or the "click" that 
gets things going. For PPs to do a job exceptionally well, there is 
real meaning or a sense of mission that motivates them. This internal 
motivation is based on deeply held values which are manifest outwardly 
by a visible commitment. This commitment is manifest in the ability to 
persevere and hurdle obstacles. 
Studies on external motivation targets the worker's self- 
actualization level for motivational efforts. There seems to be general 
agreement that external motivation is short-lived and internal motiva¬ 
tion is lasting despite the disagreement about the role of external 
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motivation. External motivation is needed until the internal can catch 
fire (Garfield, 1986). However, studies show that external motivators 
that are supplied extinguish internal motivation (McClelland, 1985). 
Studies on external motivation also provide clues to managers who want 
to help individuals self-actualize. 
Self-actualization was revealed to be the most deficient need among 
employees. There is evidence that if workers are self-actualized and 
motivated, they are not necessarily job satisfied. However, the ques¬ 
tion not answered by the literature review is asked in this study. What 
are relationships between peak performer attributes and perceptions of 
job performance? 
McClelland studied and summarized what is known about the achieve¬ 
ment motive, its characteristics and how it is acquired. Those with a 
high need for achievement perform better than others when the incentive 
is to do something better for its own sake. They prefer challenge at a 
moderate level. They are innovative and try to do things differently 
to get quicker results. In addition, a clear relationship between those 
with a high need for achievement and entrepreneurial activities has been 
shown (McClelland, 1985), hence they are likely to be attracted to 
entrepreneurial activities. Finally, McClelland’s work taught us that 
ideologies also motivate. 
Privette defined peak performance as behavior that transcends pre¬ 
dictable functioning. Respondents in her study developed peak perfor¬ 
mance in the following ways: they developed a clear focus by using 
feedback, they especially eliminated the need for peer approval, they 
had experiences that richly fulfilled relationship needs, and they 
meditate and relax to enhance clear focus. 
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Results In Real Time Is the attribute that is characterised by the 
ability to organize activities around results. PPs have the ability to 
translate mission into results on a timely basis. They can spot oppor¬ 
tunities early, develop and retain the desired image, employ the methods 
that achieve results, and execute. They think success. 
Self-Management Through Self-Mastery occurs when people have self 
knowledge of their fcrengths and weaknesses. This attribute is charac¬ 
terized by: their ability to sustain their own motivation and to be 
self-directed, life-long learning, self-confidence which allows them to 
ask for feedback, use of both their analytical skills and intuitive 
abi-lities i-n problem-solving, letting problems "percolate" until they 
have a breakthrough, mental rehearsal of the steps toward a desired 
outcome, and putting preference before expertise which implies that 
they have a mission. Self-Management is considered to be compatible 
with external managerial leadership since managers are freed up when 
workers use their own initiative. Studies show workers perceive them¬ 
selves to be adequately qualified as well as overqualified. 
Team Builder/Team Player is the attribute shared by PPs who prize 
collaboration. Through a positive type of peer pressure, PPs keep the 
mission alive. PPs value and promote team spirit and empower others 
thereby stretching their abilities. 
Course Correction is the attribute that is characterized by mental 
agility, concentration, and the ability to learn from mistakes. PPs 
have the ability to find and navigate a critical path, not a perfect 
path, but they can stay on course. They have a unique ability to be 
able to turn lemons into lemonade. 
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Change Management is the attribute that is characterized by their 
ability to anticipate, adapt and act. PPs try to keep the mission alive 
and effective. They anticipate both difficulties and opportunities. 
They grow and recommit, act to preserve what's best, and discard the 
rest. 
PP attributes may offer a viable mechanism for organizational 
change. This literature review provided a strong research basis for 
examining peak performer attributes since there is sparse empirical 




This chapter details a quantitative methodology for conducting this 
study. This section includes a description of: the sample, measure¬ 
ments, data collection, statistical analyses, null hypotheses, and an 
overview of study procedures. 
The specific purposes of this study are: (1) to determine the 
relationships between peak performer attributes as self-perceived by 
employees and their job performance based on their boss's perceptions; 
(2) to determine the differences between managers' and non-managers' 
self-perceived peak performer attributes; (3) to determine the differ¬ 
ences among self-perceived peak performer attributes of the demographic 
groups which include: age, gender, marital status, parental status, and 
academic preparation; and (4) to examine the implications for organiza¬ 
tion development. Information about marital status and parental status 
is gathered in order to learn more about single-parents, an understudied 
force (Skolnick and Skolnick, 1980). It is important to establish a 
baseline for this group since little is known. Two open-ended questions 
generated clues to the management practices that promote or inhibit job 
performance. 
Sample 
The sample studied was comprised of 60 respondents from four dif¬ 
ferent organizations—all with different missions. Four organizations 
rather than one were used to avoid the biases that may be introduced by 
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a single organization's value and culture. For example, the organiza¬ 
tional values of a management consultant firm may vary from those of a 
computer firm. Such biases may have been avoided using this approach 
for managers. The non-managers all hailed from one organization. Pos- 
sible organizational effects are examined in Chapter VI. 
The organizations represented in this study are located on the east 
and west coasts. Thirty-five non-managers are with the management con¬ 
sultant firm. Twenty-five managers are distributed across all organiza¬ 
tions: nine managers are with the management consultant firm, eight 
with a private computer firm, four with a civic center, three with a 
health center, and one is an entrepreneur. Questionnaires were 
disseminated to 40 non—managers with 35 returned, a return rate of 
87.5%; and to 25 managers with 25 returned, a return rate of 100%! Full 
participation within a department was preferred to random selection. 
Selection criteria were that participants must be white collar profes¬ 
sionals . 
Measurements 
Measure of job performance. A measure of job performance was sup¬ 
plied by each respondent's boss which represents the boss's perceptions 
at a particular point in time. Hence, the job performance data is not 
considered as true a measure of job performance as a data based perfor¬ 
mance evaluation which may include sales records, for example. The per¬ 
formance data is represented by a single digit per employee because of 
its pragmatic utility to participating organizations. 
This variable was measured on a scale that ranged from one to five 
in each organization. Literal definitions for all five levels of the 
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scale varied slightly among the organisations but the Interpretations 
were consistent with the description provided by the management consult 
ing firm shown in Table 1. 
TABLE 1 
Performance Ratings 
Numerical Rating Definition 
1 Performance is below expectations, marginal 
to unacceptable performance, improvement is 
necessary. 
2 Performance is consistent with expectations, 
is at an acceptable level. 
3 Performance exceeds expectations in many 
areas. 
4 Performance consistently exceeds expectations 
in all key areas. 
5 Performance far exceeds expectations in all 
areas and is distinguished by outstanding 
achievement. 
Potentially intervening variables that can affect every performance 
and confound data effects include: genetic endowment, developmental 
history, education, and current surroundings (Garfield, 1986). Some 
random error is expected. 
Measure of peak performer attributes. This section describes a 
search for an instrument to measure peak performer attributes which 
ended when no appropriate instrument was found. Hence, it was necessary 
to develop an instrument. The development and validation of the instru¬ 
ment used in this study is detailed in Chapter IV. 
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The most comprehensive studies of peak performers/peak performance 
found to date were conducted by Garfield (1986) and Privette (1964). In 
an effort to obtain an instrument that had been validated, both re¬ 
searchers were contacted who forwarded questionnaires which were then 
reviewed. Even though the general areas of inquiry were similar (dis¬ 
cussed in the Literature Review, Chapter II), and the instrument had 
been validated, it was readily apparent that the items contained in 
Privette's instrument would not accurately reflect Garfield's specific 
findings. The instrument which came closest to meeting the needs of 
this study since it used the same theoretical base is the Peak Performer 
Profile - A Self-Assessment (PPP-SA), a preliminary draft developed by 
Dr. Brandon Hall, an associate of Dr. Charles Garfield's at Performance 
Sciences, Inc., Palo Alto, California. The nature of this inquiry, the 
PPP-SA, can be previewed in Appendix B. The instrument consists of 22 
items and a 5-point Likert Scale. Hall considers his instrument a pre¬ 
liminary draft which when completed will reflect all six attributes; 
therefore, the instrument had not yet been tested for validity or 
reliability. Finally, neither Privette's instrument nor Hall's instru¬ 
ment is reflected in the final instrument developed for this study. 
Development of the Peak Performer Profile II - A Self-Assessment 
(PPPII-SA) . Since Hall's instrument had not yet been completed, devel¬ 
opment of the PPPII-SA began. The PPPII-SA took on distinct character¬ 
istics, therefore it was entitled PPPII-SA which presumed Hall's to be 
PPPI-SA. Dr. Hall, who had given feedback on key areas of conceptuali¬ 
zation of this study, also provided feedback on the PPPII-SA up to the 
point when pilot testing began. This helped to establish some measure 
of face validity. Even though face validity, or a subjective judgement 
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that the test measures what it purports to measure (Borg and Gall, 
1983), was established to some extent, other types of validity must be 
established and confirmed in future studies. Further development of the 
PPPII-SA was then guided by the results of the pilot studies. The de¬ 
velopment of the PPPII-SA from its inception is detailed in Chapter IV. 
The development of an instrument to measure this unique configuration of 
attitudes and behaviors became a secondary intent of this study. 
Data Collection 
Arrangements were made with a contact person in each organization 
for the distribution and collection of the instruments. Every effort 
was made to ensure accuracy and protect confidentiality. Color coded 
envelopes to match the questionnaires for managers and a different color 
for non—managers were provided for respondents to seal and return their 
questionnaires. Then, in a separate process, the performance data was 
plotted by the contact person onto the envelopes previously coded with 
an employee identification number to match previously coded question¬ 
naires. Details on instrument collection and distribution were mutually 
determined. 
Statistical Analyses 
Conventional data analyses are used to summarize the data. They 
include: correlational statistics, e.g., Pearson’s Product Moment Cor¬ 
relation of Coefficient (Pearson’s r) , inferential statistics, e.g., t_ 
tests or a parametric test, and descriptive statistics which include 
frequencies, means, and standard deviations. The null hypotheses were 
tested using: Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation of Coefficient and t_ 
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tests for independent means. The Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation 
of Coefficient determines the magnitude and direction (a positive or 
negative correlation) of the relationship, not the cause and effect be¬ 
tween variables. The t test examines the differences between group 
means. Results based on Pooled Variance Estimates or Separate Variance 
Estimates were reported since the Pooled Estimate is "actually better 
than either one taken separately" (Hayes, 1973, p. 408). 
Reliability analyses and results described in Chapter IV gave the 
internal consistency or psychometric property of the PPPII-SA which is 
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the findings. The analytic tools used include the SPSS software pack¬ 
age. Results of the data analyses are presented in Chapter V. 
Procedures. The statistical analyses appropriate to test the three 
hypotheses were identified. The first null hypothesis which briefly 
states that there is no relationship between peak performer attributes 
and job performance based on the boss's perceptions is tested using the 
Pearson's Product Moment Correlation of Coefficient. The second null 
hypothesis which briefly states that there is no difference between 
managers' and non-managers' self-perceived peak performer attributes is 
tested using the t_ test. The third null hypothesis which briefly states 
that there are no differences among self-perceived peak performer attri¬ 
butes of certain demographic groups is tested using the t_ test. 
Null Hypotheses 
The null hypotheses and the null sub-hypotheses are listed below. 
1. There is no relationship between the peak performer attributes 
as self-perceived by employees and job performance based on the boss s 
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perceptions. These attributes include: having a Mission That Moti¬ 
vates, Results in Real Time, Self-Management, Team Builder/Team Player, 
Course Correction, and Change Management. The null sub-hypotheses are: 
a. There is no relationship between a Mission That Motivates 
as self-perceived and Job Performance based on the boss’s perceptions. 
b. There is no relationship between Results in Real Time as 
self-perceived and Job Performance based on the boss's perceptions. 
c. There is no relationship between Self-Management as self- 
perceived and Job Performance based on the boss’s perceptions. 
d. There is no relationship between Team Builder/Team Player 
as self-perceived and Job Performance based on the boss's perceptions. 
e. There is no relationship between Course Correction as 
Perceived and Job Performance based on the boss’s perceptions. 
f. There is no relationship between Change Management as 
self-perceived and Job Performance based on the boss’s perceptions. 
2. There are no differences between managers’ and non-managers’ 
self-perceived peak performer attributes. The null sub-hypotheses are: 
a. The managers’ self-perceptions are no different from the 
non-managers' on the attribute Missions That Motivate. 
b. The managers’ self-perceptions are no different from the 
non-managers' on the attribute Results in Real Time. 
c. The managers' self-perceptions are no different from the 
non-managers' on the attribute Self-Management. 
d. The managers’ self-perceptions are no different from the 
non-managers' on the attribute Team Builders/Team Players. 
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e. The managers’ self-perceptions are no different from the 
non-managers’ on the attribute Course Corrections. 
f. The managers' self-perceptions are no different from the 
non-managers on the attribute Change Management. 
3. There are no differences among the self-perceived peak 
performer attributes of demographic groups. These demographics include 
age, gender, marital status, parental status, and academic preparation. 
Null sub-hypotheses were developed for gender and academic preparation 
only which are (a) and (b) respectively. 
a. There are no differences between self-perceived male and 
female attributes. The subset of this null sub—hypothesis are: 
1. The males' self-perceptions are no different from 
the females’ on the attribute Mission That Motivates. 
2. The males' self-perceptions are no different from 
the females' on the attribute Results in Real Time. 
3. The males' self-perceptions are no different from 
the females' on the attribute Self-Management. 
4. The males' self-perceptions are no different from 
the females' on the attribute Team Builders/Team Players. 
5. The males' self-perceptions are no different from 
the females' on the attribute Course Corrections. 
6. The males' self-perceptions are no different from 
the females' on the attribute Change Management. 
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b. There are no differences between the self-perceived attri¬ 
butes of those with graduate degrees and those without graduate 
degrees. The subset of this null hypothesis are: 
1* The self-perceptions of those with graduate degrees 
are no different from those without graduate degrees on the attribute 
Mission That Motivates. 
2. The self-perceptions of those with graduate degrees 
are no different from those without graduate degrees on the attribute 
Results in Real Time. 
3. The self-perceptions of those with graduate degrees 
are no different from those without graduate degrees on the attribute 
Self-Management. 
4. The self-perceptions of those with graduate degrees 
are no different from those without graduate degrees on the attribute 
Team Builder/Team Player. 
5. The self-perceptions of those with graduate degrees 
are no different from those without graduate degrees on the attribute 
Course Correction. 
6. The self-perceptions of those with graduate degrees 
are no different from those without graduate degrees on the attribute 
Change Management. 
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Overview of Study Procedures 
1. Developed a draft of the instrument to reflect all six attri- 
butes of peak performers, peak performer responses, and demographic 
questions. 
2. Conducted two pilot studies: one with a group of doctoral 
students and the other with a group of community college students. 
3. Refined instrument based on statistical analyses performed and 
feedback from content and methodology experts. 
A. Obtained the cooperation of organizations and contact person. 
5. Developed procedures for coding and matching instrument with 
performance data. 
6. Disseminated and collected questionnaires, safeguarding confi¬ 
dentiality and maintaining accuracy. 
7. Obtained measures of respondents' performance levels from their 
managers. 
8. Conducted reliability tests on the PPPII-SA. 
9. Combined variables to identify their relationships using 
planned statistical procedures. 
10. Organized responses from two open-ended questions which 
identified current management practices that promoted or hindered job 
performance. 
11. Analyzed data by hypothesis, developing tables and test. 
12. Summarized the findings and examined their limitations. 
13. Examined implications for organization development. 
1A. Examined implications for future research. 
72 
Summary 
This chapter has provided a description of the sample, measure¬ 
ments, procedures for data collection, statistical analyses, null 
hypotheses, and an overview of study procedures. A secondary intent 
of this study was to develop an instrument to measure the peak performer 
attributes. Development of this instrument and its statistical analyses 
are detailed in Chapter IV. 
CHAPTER IV 
DEVELOPMENT AND VALIDATION OF 
PEAK PERFORMER PROFILE II - A SELF-ASSESSMENT 
The Peak Performer Profile II - A Self-Assessment (PPPII-SA) was 
developed for use in this study to measure PP attributes since no 
appropriate instrument could be found. The peak performer attributes 
are: Missions That Motivate, Results in Real Time, Self-Management 
Through Self-Mastery, Team Builder/Team Player, Course Correction, and 
Change Management. Garfield's findings, the most comprehensive group of 
peak performer attributes, were clearly looking for an empirical form of 
expression. It was logical that an instrument based on Garfield's find¬ 
ings should be developed and used for this study. This chapter details 
the development of the PPPII-SA and a description of the Reliability 
Analysis as well as the results of the analyses. 
Development of the Instrument 
Several steps were involved in the development of the instrument. 
First, a working draft was generated using procedures described below. 
It was circulated to experts for feedback on the content. Next, the 
pilot tests of the questionnaire were conducted with two groups of stu¬ 
dents. The primary task of the entire process of instrument development 
was to ensure that questions measured what they purported to measure. 
The steps in the development of this questionnaire are as follows: 
1. Garfield's findings of peak performer attributes were thorough¬ 
ly reviewed and listed. 
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2. A list of approximately 134 significant findings were Isolated 
which reflected six attributes. 
3. This list of 134 findings or variables was reduced to a more 
manageable list of 42 significant findings by eliminating duplicates and 
selecting those that captured the overall essence of peak performers. 
4. Dr. Brandon Hall, Garfield's associate at Performance Sciences, 
was contacted and asked to verify that this list represented the basic 
findings. 
5. A single item per finding/variable was developed. To accom¬ 
plish this, variables were operationalized by employing the following 
principles as a guide (Borg and Gall, 1983): 
a. The item should reflect a single central idea of the 
finding in order: 
1. to avoid double-barreled questions for which only 
one response could be given; 
2. for the item to measure what it purports to measure 
or ensure face validity. 
b. Superlatives should be avoided so that the strength of 
the feeling is in the answer, not the question. 
c. Esoteric terms should be avoided as they could obscure 
the meaning. 
6. A statement was developed telling what the item asked for, in 
order to ensure that the item reflected a single central idea of the 
finding. 
7. To appraise the items for face validity and ensure that ques¬ 
tions were answerable, this working draft shown in Appendix C, which 
contained per finding an item and a statement telling what the item asks 
for, was submitted prior to the pilot tests to the content and methodol¬ 
ogy experts listed below: 
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a. Dr. Hall was contacted and asked to provide feedback on 
this draft and the peak performer responses which were developed for 
each question and based on Garfield (1986). 
b. Dr. Rossi, Director of Social and Demographic Research 
Institute, University of Massachusetts, was also asked to provide feed¬ 
back on this draft. 
8. Roundtable discussions with colleagues were held to determine 
the meaning each item held for each participant. 
9. Feedback from all sources was used to make additional modifi¬ 
cations. 
10. Each new draft was submitted to Research Consulting Services 
where it was reviewed for clarity which helped bring this draft of the 
instrument containing 42 items to a point of readiness for pilot test¬ 
ing. 
Pilot Tests 
Pilot tests of the questionnaire were conducted with two groups of 
students. The task was to identify items that did not discriminate well 
between peak and average performers, were ambiguous in meaning, or were 
misleading. The ultimate goal was to finalize items that measured what 
they purported to measure. The steps were as follows: 
1. In order to appraise the items for clarity and face validity, a 
draft of the instrument containing 42 items was pilot tested in a class 
of 30 doctoral students. 
2. The results were statistically analyzed and used to modify the 
instrument to maximize reliability. 
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3. Frequency distributions were obtained to show the distribution 
of responses. 
4. Items were considered questionable and discarded if they were 
chosen by the majority of respondents since this suggested that the item 
failed to discriminate well. 
5. Discarded items were reviewed and the pattern emerged that a 
number of items seemed to elicit socially desirable responses. 
6. For 32 findings, the items were revised and one was added with 
the goal of eliminating or reducing the number of socially desirable 
responses suspected of contributing heavily to the problem (even though 
peak performer attitudes and behaviors do not always reflect socially 
acceptable attitudes and behaviors). 
7. In an attempt to flush out the truth" as seen by the respon¬ 
dents, more thought provoking questions were developed by offering 
options within the items where possible and the non-peak performer 
response was rewritten in an attempt to increase its "appeal." 
8. Written and verbal comments were reviewed which revealed those 
items which were misleading or ambiguous. 
9. The process described generated a draft of 43 items which were 
pilot tested a second time with a class of 27 community college stu¬ 
dents . 
10. In order to develop the instrument used in the second pilot 
test, the process repeated steps one through eight except for step six. 
Written comments and responses from the second pilot test were statis¬ 
tically analyzed and resulted in a revision of 20 items. Two more were 
added to reflect important findings. 
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Peak-gerjormer responses. In order to organize the data for re¬ 
porting the findings, Peak performer responses based on the literature 
were developed. Because a development of the individual's profile was 
the goal, the questionnaires stated that there were no right or wrong 
answers. Hence, the nature of this study is exploratory. The peak 
performer responses are reported in terms of agree or disagree as any 
strength of the peak performer response was acceptable. 
This final draft of 45 items was used in the actual study and 
appears in Appendix D as viewed by the participants. Next, a descrip¬ 
tion of the instrument. 
PPPII-SA Description and Questions 
The final draft of the instrument was administered and then statis¬ 
tically analyzed to determine the reliability of the instrument which 
was.83 (see the next section entitled Results of the Statistical Analy¬ 
sis) . Five of six attributes or scales as configured below constitute 
the version on which the statistical analyses are based and reflect 33 
of 45 items. The Self-Management scale is not included in the list 
below. (Discussion of this scale and the remaining 12 items also 
appears in the next section entitled Results of Statistical Analysis.) 
Each scale is introduced by a statement of what each scale measures 
which is taken directly from Garfield (1986). A list of items measuring 
that scale follows each statement. The scales are: Missions That Moti¬ 
vate, Results in Real Time, Team Builder/Team Player, Course Correction, 
and Change Management. 
Missions That Motivate. This scale measures motivation, or the 
call to action, the "click" that gets things going. For PPs to do a job 
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exceptionally well, there is a real meaning or a sense of Mission That 
Motivates them. This internal motivation is based on deeply held values 
which are manifest outwardly by a visible commitment. This commitment 
is manifest in the ability to persevere and hurdle obstacles. Questions 
measuring this scale include: 
9. Even when something is important, I think it’s wiser not to 
get hung up on doing the best job possible, just do what you 
can to finish it. (Disagree) 
10. Working is on my list of the most satisfying things I do 
(Agree) 
12. When no breakthrough to a solution comes, that’s a sign that 
it s time to let it go and use my energy on a problem more 
readily solved. (Disagree) 
19. The work I do reflects my strongest professional values. 
(Agree) 
21. No project is so important that you have to knock yourself 
out for it. (Disagree) 
23. When others are skeptical about something important I am 
doing that is important to me, it inspires me. (Agree) 
28. Although I can’t predict the future, I can’t imagine achieving 
any more when I stop to consider everything I have already 
done. (Disagree) 
31. People who ask for my help take more of my time than I would 
like to give. (Disagree) 
33. People who keep getting stuck and continually wrestle with a 
project are not obsessed; they are motivated. (Agree) 
38. My work pulls me so much that I don't get the time I need for 
relationships and other things. (Disagree) 
Results in Real Time. This scale measures the ability to organize 
activities around results. PPs translate mission into results on a 
timely basis. They see opportunities early. While retaining the 
desired image, they employ the methods that achieve results, and exe¬ 
cute. They think success. Questions measuring this scale include: 
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11. When you acquire new responsibilities, 
skills to become rusty. (Disagree) it's natural for old 
15. I usually can't get to what’s 
day tasks that have to be done 
important because of the day 
. (Disagree) 
to 
17. People who ask for feedback lack confidence. (Disagree) 
27. Even If I have work to do elsewhere, I find It's better to be 
seen working at my desk. (Disagree) 
36. When it comes to problem-solving, logic and intuition are like 
oxl and water, they donft mix. (Disagree) 
40. Things change so fast that I don't get a chance to spot oppor 
before they become obvious* (Disagree) 
43. I simply can't imagine ever being as successful as the people 
I most admire. (Disagree) 
Team Builder/Team Player. This scale measures the extent to which 
they prize collaboration. PPs value and promote team spirit. Through a 
positive type of peer pressure, PPs keep the mission alive. The ques¬ 
tions below were intended to emphasize characteristics common to both 
Team Players and Team Builders since non-managers are the focus of this 
study. Questions measuring this scale include: 
29. In an organization, I prefer team work because it's the best 
way to get things done. (Agree) 
34. People who "remind" others of organizational goals and 
standards are just a pain in the neck. (Disagree) 
44. People who do more than they were hired to do just want to be 
seen in a favorable light. (Disagree) 
45. If the risk you take results in a near catastrophe, you should 
learn from that to play it safe. (Disagree) 
Course Correction. This scale measures the mental agility, concen¬ 
tration, and the ability to learn from mistakes. PPs have the ability 
to find and navigate a critical path, not a perfect path, but they can 
stay on course. They can turn lemons into lemonade. Questions measur¬ 
ing this scale include: 
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2. People who stop to examine different angles of a problem get 
bogged down. (Disagree) g 
3. The safest way to handle a project is to stick to the plan be- 
cause things could get out of control when you start making 
changes based on a feel for the situation. (Disagree) 
4. Mistakes deter you from your goal more than they teach you 
how to reach it. (Disagree) 
8. I tend to postpone socializing to make sure I have plenty of 
time and energy for work. (Disagree) 
13. Spending time reevaluating what I’m doing is time wasted. 
(Disagree) 
24. The work I do best is not what I care about most. (Disagree) 
25. Mistakes should not be rehashed but forgotten. (Disagree) 
30. When a problem occurs as a result of human error, the thing 
to do is find the person at fault in order to avoid future 
mistakes. (Disagree) 
32. When faced with a problem, there is no good reason to spend 
time thinking about the things that could go against you. 
(Disagree) 
39. We all have those times when we feel we just cannot cope; 
mine seem more by comparison. (Disagree) 
Change Management. This scale measures their abilities to antici¬ 
pate, adapt and act. PPs try to keep the mission alive and effective, 
anticipate both difficulties and opportunities, grow and recommit, act 
to preserve what’s best, and discard the rest. Questions measuring this 
scale include: 
1. People fail because they don't have enough determination to 
succeed. (Agree) 








Trying to concentrate for long hours under stress only makes 
things worse. (Disagree) 
22. Extra reading I have to do just to keep up in my field is 




Changing technology is reason enough to consider new 
approaches in my job. (Agree) 
Validation of the Instrument 
Description of reliability analysis. In order to organize the data 
for reporting the findings, Peak Performer responses based on Garfield 
(1986) were developed. The questionnaires stated there are no right or 
wrong answers because a development of the individual's profile was the 
goal. Hence, the nature of this study is explanatory. 
The internal consistency of this measure was verified. The coeffi¬ 
cient alpha for the overall instrument is .83 which is considered 
reliable (Mehrens and Lehmann, 1984). "Attitude scales, by and large, 
have reliabilities around .75. This is much less than those obtained 
for cognitive measures, and hence the results obtained from attitude 
scales should be used primarily for group guidance and discussion" 
(p. 485). 
The alpha is considered appropriate for instruments that are com¬ 
posed of multiple scored items, e.g., slightly agree, agree, strongly 
agree (Cronbach, 1951). This formula uses a procedure to find the vari¬ 
ance of all individuals' scores for each item. It then adds these vari¬ 
ances across all items (Anastasi, 1976, p. 117). 
Results of the reliability analysis. In order to establish relia¬ 
bility, Pearson's Product Moment Correlation of Coeffient is used. Cor- 
-elations were performed for each scale to the total PPPIII-SA, for each 
item to its scale, for each item to all the the other items in the total 
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PPPII-SA. The scales correlated significantly and could be 
treated as a 
measure of peak performer attributes. 
The reliabilities of the total scale and the subscales as original 
ly configured were calculated. The overall reliability at this point 
was .78. Closer examination of the item-total correlations revealed 
that a number of items were not contributing to the measurement of the 
overall peak performer scale nor were they contributing to the scale 
they were designed to measure. Therefore, the items were removed from 
the instrument and the reliabilities were recalculated. A few of the 
items were reassigned to a different scale where they seemed to be 
measuring that scale better than the original scale. One of the scales, 
Self-Management, was eliminated entirely because its reliability was 
extremely low, hence the scale had little practical value. 
This reconfiguration resulted in an overall reliability of .83 for 
the entire PPPII—SA shown in Table 2. The results of these correlations 
were found to be significant and show that five of six scales can be 
considered to constitute one measure of peak performer scales and mathe¬ 
matically treated as such. 
Item-total correlations for the total questionnaire and its scales 
post reconfiguration appear in Table 2. Reliability coefficients are 
reported separately for managers and non-managers in Tables 3 and 4 in 
order to determine which group contributed more to the total PPPII-SA. 
The instrument was internally more consistent for managers than for non- 
managers. 
Item number 35 which was included in Tables 3 and 4 was omitted 
from Table 2 since it contributed the least as compared to other items. 
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TABLE 2 
Reliability Coefficients and Item-Total Correlations 
to Total PPPII-SA 
Scales 
Reliability Item Item-Total 
Coefficient Number Correlation 
Course Correction 



































































Reliability Coefficients and Item-Total 






























Reliability item Item-Total 
Coefficient Number Correlation 
Change Management 
.23 
Results in Real Time 
.65 



































































































































Scales in Tables 3 and 4 are listed in the same order as Table 2 to 
facilitate comparison. 
Table 5 reports the intercorrelations of all five scales for all 
respondents. There were significant intercorrelations of moderate 
strength (.4-.6) for the following scales: Missions That Motivate and 
Course Correction, Results in Real Time and Team Builder/Team Player, 
and Results in Real Time and Course Correction. There were significant 
intercorrelations of low strength (.1—.3) for the following scales: 
Missions That Motivate and Results in Real Time, Course Correction and 
Team Builder/Team Player, Course Correction and Change Management, 
Results in Real Time and Change Management, Missions That Motivate 
and Change Management, and Missions That Motivate and Team Builder/Team 
Player. 
Table 6 shows the mean score and standard deviation relative to the 
number of items and total number of respondents. 
Table 7 shows the intercorrelations among the scales for managers. 
There were significant intercorrelations of moderate strength (.4-.6) 
for the following scales: Missions That Motivate and Results in Real 
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TABLE 5 
Intercorrelation Matrix Among PPPII-SA Scales 
MM RRT Team CC CM 














.41 .52 .27 1.00 .24 
CM .11 .25 .06 .24 1.00 
NOTE: MM = Missions That Motivate; RRT 
Team = Team Builder/Team Player; 
CM = Change Management 
N=57-60; p = <.l 
= Results in 
CC = Course 
Real Time; 
Correction; 
Mean Scores and 
TABLE 6 
Standard Deviation for the PPP-SA Scales 
b 
Scales Mean SD N n 
CC 51.16 7.7 10 58 
MM 50.80 6.9 10 60 
RRT 37.32 5.6 7 60 
CM 28.88 5.6 6 60 
Team 21.15 4.2 4 59 
NOTE: MM = Missions That Motivate; RRT = Results in Real Time; 
Team = Team Builder/Team Player; CC = Course Correction; 
CM = Change Management 
Na =Number of Items; Nb =Number of Respondents 
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TABLE 7 
Intercorrelation Matrix Among PPPII 
-SA Scales for Managers 









Team .25 .59 1.00 .48 .06 
CC .69 .69 .48 1.00 .34 
CM .38 .21 .06 .34 1.00 
NOTE: MM = Missions That Motivate; RRT = Results in Real Time; 
Team = Team Builder/Team Player; CC = Course Correction; 
CM = Change Management 
n = 24-25; p = <.l 
Time, Missions That Motivate and Course Correction, Results in Real Time 
and Team Builder/Team Player, Results in Real Time and Course Correc¬ 
tions, and Team Builder/Team Player and Course Corrections. There were 
significant intercorrelations but of low strength (.1—-3) for the 
following scales: Missions That Motivate and Change Management, and 
Change Management and Course Correction. 
Table 8 shows the mean score and standard deviation relative to the 
number of variables and respondents. 
Table 9 shows the intercorrelations among the scales for non¬ 
managers. The strengths were in the moderate (.4-.6) and low (.1-.3) 
ranges respectively and significant only for the following scales: 
Results in Real Time and Team Builder/Team Player, and Results in Real 
Time and Course Corrections. 
90 
TABLE 8 
Mean Scores and Standard Deviation for the 
PPPII-SA Scales for Managers 
Scales Mean SD Na b n 
CC 52.38 7.6 10 24 
MM 50.36 7.9 10 25 
RRT 39.00 5.9 7 25 
CM 31.96 4.2 6 25 
Team 21.36 4.3 4 25 
NOTE: MM = Missions That Motivate; RRT 
Team = Team Builder/Team Player; 
CM = Change Management 
Na=Number of Items; n^ =Number 
= Results in Real Time; 
CC = Course Correction; 
of Respondents 
TABLE 9 
Intercorrelation Matrix Among PPPII-SA Scales 
for Non-Managers 
MM RRT Team CC CM 
MM 1.00 .06 .09 .18 .00 
RRT .06 1.00 .49 .37 .12 
Team .09 .49 1.00 .12 .03 
CC .18 .37 .12 1.00 .12 
CM .00 .12 .03 .12 1.00 
NOTE: MM = Missions That Motivate; RRT = Results in Real Time 
Team = Team Builder/Team Player; CC = Course Correction; 
CM = Change Management 
n = 33-35; p = <. 1 
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TABLE 10 
Mean Scores and Standard 
for 
Deviation for the 
Non-Managers 
PPPII-SA Scales 
Scales Mean SD Na b n 
MM 51.11 6.1 10 35 
CC 50.29 7.6 10 34 
RRT 36.11 5.2 7 35 
CM 26.69 5.4 6 35 
Team 21.00 4.2 4 34 
NOTE: MM = Missions That Motivate; RRT = Results in Real Time; 
Team = Team Builder/Team Player; CC = Course Correction; 
CM = Change Management 
N3=Number of Items; n*3 = Number of Respondents 
TABLE 11 
Managers Versus Non-Managers on Performance Data 
Variable Group-*- n Mean SD t df Prob. 
PD 1 35 3.00 .939 -3.72 58 .000 
2 25 3.92 .954 
Group 1 = Non-Managers 
Group 2 = Managers 
p = <. 1 
Table 10 shows the mean score and standard deviation relative to 
the number of variables and respondents. 
To determine if the performance data was valid, a t_ test was per¬ 
formed on managers’ and non-managers’ performance data as shown in Table 
11. This finding, based on the Pooled Variance Estimate, showed that 
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managers have significantly higher performance data than non-managers 
which suggests the performance data is valid. 
Summary 
Results indicate that the PPPII-SA is reliable. The PPPII-SA can 
be considered to constitute one measure of peak performer attributes. 
In order of their correlations, from the highest to the lowest, the 
scales are: Course Correction, Missions That Motivate, Change Manage¬ 
ment, Results in Real Time, and Team Builder/Team Player. The attribute 
Self-Management was eliminated from the final calculations of the 
reliabilities because the reliability was extremely low. 
The results of the intercorrelations of the scales are given for 
managers and non-managers as well as the means and standard deviations 
for both groups. It appears that the instrument is more internally 
consistent for the managers than for the non-managers. 
CHAPTER V 
RESULTS OF THE STUDY 
The results of this study are discussed in this chapter. The prin¬ 
cipal intent of this study was to explore the relationship between the 
remaining five peak performer attributes or scales and job performance 
based on the boss's perceptions. The reliability of the scale Self- 
Management was found to be extremely low as reported in Chapter IV, 
therefore this scale was eliminated from the final calculations. Hence, 
the null hypothesis and the null sub-hypotheses were accepted for this 
scale. Discussion and interpretation of the results appear in Chapter 
VI. 
In the introduction, the demographic information which describes 
the participants, managers and non-managers is presented. Information 
was collected about familial lifestyles in an attempt to learn if peak 
performer attributes were associated with traditional or a specified 
type of non-traditional family. 
In the first section, the results of the first null hypothesis and 
related null sub-hypotheses are presented. The first null hypothesis 
states there is no relationship between self-perceived peak performer 
attributes and job performance based on the boss's perceptions. Data 
were analyzed using the Pearson's Product Moment Correlation of Coeffi 
cient. Results are reported for all respondents, then for managers and 
non-managers separately. 
In the second section, the results of the second null hypothesis 
and related null sub-hypotheses are presented. The second null hypothe¬ 
sis states there are no differences between managers' and non-managers’ 
self-perceived peak performer attributes. Data were analyzed using the 
t test for independent groups. Results show differences between mana¬ 
gers and non-managers on two of five scales. This finding lends support 
to Naisbitt's perception of an almost imperceptible gap between managers 
and non-managers. 
Rather than continue to look for differences between managers and 
non-managers, differences were examined between high performers and low 
performers with results similar to findings for the second null hypothe¬ 
sis . 
In the third section, the results of the third null hypothesis and 
related null sub-hypotheses are presented. The third null hypothesis 
states there are no differences among self-perceived peak performer 
attributes and certain demographic characteristics which include: age, 
gender, marital status, parental status, and academic preparation. Dif¬ 
ferences were examined between those over 40 and those under 40, males 
and females, marrieds and non-marrieds, single-parent families and 
others, and those with graduate degrees and those without graduate 
degrees. 
In the last section, responses to two open-ended questions generated 
clues to management practices that promote or inhibit job performance. 
Responses were organized by those from high performers and low performers. 
Respondents were asked to: (1) Briefly describe what your boss does well 
as a manager that helps you to do your job, and (2) Briefly describe what 
your boss does that seems to prevent you or others from being as produc¬ 
tive as you might be. The responses presented are direct quotes. Next, 
the first section of this chapter which consists of demographic informa¬ 
tion describing the respondents in this sample is reported. 
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Description of Respondents 
icipants from four organizations provided the data for this 
study. Two organizations from the west coast include a management 
consulting firm and a private computer firm. Two organizations from the 
east coast include a mental health center and a civic center. A fran¬ 
chise owner from the east coast also participated in this study. In a 
separate section of the PPPII-SA, the respondents supplied their demo¬ 
graphic data. 
Table 12 depicts the demographic data for 60 respondents. Of these 
respondents, the majority were female (67.2%), age 31-45 (53.5%), held 
Bachelors' degrees or higher (56.7%), were married (53.3%), and had one 
to three children (61.9%). Single-parents constitute 25% of this 
sample. Of the single-parents, 86.6% are female-headed, 6.7% are male¬ 
headed, and for 6.7% there was no gender response. 
Tables 13 and 14 present demographic information for 25 managers 
and 35 non-managers respectively. The similarities and differences 
between the demographics of the two groups are noted. The similarities 
are that the majority of respondents in both groups are married, the 
managers (68%) and the non-managers (42.9%). The differences between 
managers and non-managers are in age, sex, education, parental status, 
and domestic lifestyles. 
The majority of 25 managers are a slightly older group 36-50 years 
old (52%), male (67.3%), have a Bachelor's degree or higher (88%), and 




Demographic Data on Respondents3 
Variables 
Percentages 
1. Age 21 Years Through 25 Years 6.7 
26 Years Through 30 Years 10.0 
31 Years Through 35 Years 20.1 
36 Years Through 40 Years 21.7 
41 Years Through 45 Years 11.7 
46 Years Through 50 Years 15.0 
51 Years Through 55 Years 3.3 
Over 55 11.7 
2. Sex Male 32.8 
Female 67.2 
No Response 2.0 
3. Education High School 15.0 














3Sample Size: N = 60 
The majority of 35 non-managers are a slightly younger group 31-40 
years old (51.5%), female (91.2%), have a Bachelor's degree or less 
(91.5%), and have one to two children (57.2%). The single-parents 
in this group constitute 37%. 
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TABLE 13 
Demographic Data on Managers3 
Variables 
Percentages 
1. Age 21 Years Through 25 Years 4 
26 Years Through 30 Years 16 
31 Years Through 35 Years 8 
36 Years Through 40 Years 20 
41 Years Through 45 Years 12 
46 Years Through 50 Years 20 
51 Years Through 55 Years 8 
Over 55 12 
2. Sex Male 67.3 
Female 33.3 
No Response 
3. Education High School 4.0 














Sample Size: n =25 
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TABLE 14 
Demographic Data on Non-Managers3 
Variables 
Percentages 
1. Age 21 Years Through 25 Years 8.6 
26 Years Through 30 Years 5.7 
31 Years Through 35 Years 28.6 
36 Years Through 40 Years 22.9 
41 Years Through 45 Years 11.4 
46 Years Through 50 Years 11.4 
51 Years Through 55 Years 11.4 
Over 55 0.0 
2. Sex Male 8.8 
F ema1e 91.2 
No Response 1.0 
3. Education High School 22.9 















Sample Size: n=35 
In summary, the majority of managers in this sample were male. 
slightly older, more educated, married, and had one to three children. 
There were two single—parents in this group. The majority of non 
managers were female, slightly younger, less educated, married, and had 
one to two children. There were 13 single-parents in this group. 
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Relationships Between Self-Perceived Peak Performer 
Attributes and Job Performance 
The first null hypothesis was stated as follows: There is no rela¬ 
tionship between self-perceived peak performer attributes and job per¬ 
formance based on the boss’s perceptions. This null hypothesis and 
related null sub-hypotheses were tested using Pearson’s Product Moment 
Correlations of Coefficient to examine relationships between (1) the 
instrument Peak Performer Profile II: A Self-Assessment (PPPII-SA) to 
measure peak performer attributes, and (2) job performance data which is 
based on the boss’s perceptions. Job performance ratings were a single 
digit that reflected their rating on a scale of one to five: excellent 
job performance = five, and poor job performance = one. 
Table 15 reports results of the correlations for all 60 respon¬ 
dents. The correlations between self-perceived peak performer attri¬ 
butes and job performance based on the boss’s perceptions were all of 
low strength and held no significance for the total PPPII-SA. However, 
there were two significant correlations on two scales: one at the .03 
level between Change Management and Job Performance but of low strength 
and the other at the .06 level between Results in Real Time and Job 
Performance. These are weak findings since they only account for a 
small amount of variance in Job Performance which is based on the 
boss's perceptions. 
Due to the previous results, relationships between managers' attri¬ 
butes and job performance were explored as shown in Table 16 despite the 
fact that no null hypothesis had been previously developed. It is note¬ 
worthy here to mention that the null sub-hypotheses developed for the 
first null hypothesis deal with the individual attributes and do not 
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TABLE 15 
Correlations Between the Attributes and Job Performance 





Missions That Motivate 






60 Course Correction 
-.06 
.31 58 












Correlations Between the Attributes and 
for Managers 
Job Performance 
£ £ n 
Total PPPII-SA .22 .15 24 
PPPII-SA Scales 
Missions That Motivate .27 .09* 25 
Results in Real Time .27 .09* 25 
Course Correction .18 .20 24 
Team Builder/Team Player -.02 .46 25 
Change Management .23 .13 25 
p = < . 1 
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deal with groups as do the second and third null hypotheses. For mana¬ 
gers, there were significant and positive correlations on two scales. 
One significant finding was at the .09 significance level between 
Missions That Motivate and Job Performance, but of low strength. The 
other significant finding was at the .09 significance level between 
Results in Real Time and Job Performance also of low strength. These 
were weak findings since they only accounted for a small amount of 
variance and had no effect on the overall PPPII-SA which is insignifi¬ 
cant . 
Relationships were explored between non-managers’ attributes and 
job performance as shown in Table 17. Non-managers’ attributes were 
negatively correlating with job performance so strongly that the overall 
total for PPPII-SA was significant at the level of .04. There were sig¬ 
nificant but negative correlations on two scales. One significant 
finding was at the .02 significance level between Course Corrections and 
Job Performance, but of low significance and low negative strength. 
The other significant finding was at the .06 significance level between 
Team Builder/Team Player and Job Performance, but of moderate strength. 
For subsequent tables throughout this chapter, all other significant 
findings were positive. 
Differences Between Managers* and Non-Managers’ 
Self-Perceived Peak Performer Attributes 
The second null-hypothesis is stated as follows: There are no dif¬ 
ferences between managers’ and non-managers’ self-perceived peak per¬ 
former attributes. This null hypothesis and related null sub-hypotheses 
were tested using the t test to examine differences between the means of 
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TABLE 17 
Correlations Between the Attributes and Job Performance 
for Non-Managers 





Missions That Motivate 
-.04 
.41 














p = < . 1 
the two groups. Table 18 shows differences between managers’ and non¬ 
managers' self-perceived attributes. The insignificant findings were 
based on the Pooled Variance Estimate. There were significant findings 
on two scales which were based on the Pooled Variance Estimates. One 
result shows that managers’ self-perceptions were greater than non¬ 
managers' self-perceptions on the scale Results in Real Time at the .050 
significance level. The other result shows managers’ self-perceptions 
were greater than non-managers’ self-perceptions on the scale Change 
Management at the .000 significance level. This finding lends support 
to Naisbitt's (1982) perception of an almost imperceptible gap between 
managers and non-managers. 
Another approach was used to learn more from the findings. There 
was an attempt to discriminate between items. The t_ test was used to 
examine differences between the means of managers and non-managers on 
the individual items. The fact that only item number 32 was significant 
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TABLE 18 
Differences Between Managers’ and Non-Managers' 
Self-Perceived Peak Performer Attributes 
Scales Group'*' n Mean SD t df Prob. 
Total 1 33 180.58 16.5 
-1.27 55 
.210 
2 24 187.13 22.8 
MM 1 35 51.11 6.1 1.69 58 
.679 
2 25 50.36 7.9 
RRT 1 35 36.11 5.2 
-2.00 58 .050* 
2 25 39.00 5.9 
Team 1 34 21.00 4.2 
-0.32 57 
.749 
2 25 21.36 4.3 
CC 1 34 50.29 7.7 -1.02 56 .313 
2 24 52.38 7.6 
CM 1 35 26.69 5.5 -4.04 58 .000* 
2 25 31.96 4.2 
NOTE: MM = Missions That Motivate; RRT = Results in Real Time; 
Team = Team Builder/Team Player; CC = Course Correction; 
CM = Change Management 
“'“Group 1 = Non-Managers; Group 2 = Managers 
suggests this was a chance finding. This finding is not shown in a 
table since there was a single result. 
Rather than continue to look for differences between managers and 
non-managers, differences between high and low performers were examined 
as shown in Table 19. The high performers in Group One were comprised 
of those who were rated a four or five by their bosses, and the low 
performers in Group Two were those who were rated a one, two, or three. 
The threes could have been categorized with either group. The threes 
were categorized with Group One because there were no significant 
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TABLE 19 
Differences Between High Performers' and Low Performers' 
Self-Perceived Peak Performer Attributes 
Scales Groupl n Mean SD t df Prob. 
Total 1 30 182.23 23.1 
-0.46 49.3 .648 
2 27 184.56 14.5 
MM 1 33 50.58 8.1 
-0.29 55.4 .774 
2 27 51.07 5.2 
RRT 1 33 36.33 6.3 -1.51 58 .137 
2 27 38.52 4.5 
CC 1 31 51.81 8.3 0.69 56 .493 
2 37 50.41 7.0 
CM 1 33 27.55 5.5 -2.11 58 .039* 
2 27 30.52 5.4 
Team 1 32 21.75 4.2 1.19 57 .239 
2 27 20.44 4.2 
NOTE: MM = Missions That Motivate; RRT = Results in Real Time; 
Team = Team Builder/Team Player; CC = Course Correction; 
CM = Change Management 
■''Group 1 = low performers with PD£3; Group 2=high performance with 
PD > 4 
findings when the threes were categorized with Group Two. As a result 
there was a significant difference between the group means on the scale 
Change Management at the .039 level which is based on the Pooled Vari¬ 
ance Estimate. The high performers' self-perceived abilities in Change 
Management were greater than those of low performers. All insignificant 
findings were based on the Pooled Variance Estimate except for the Total 
and Missions That Motivate. If the threes had been divided into high 
and low performers, results might have been different. 
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Differences Among Demographic CharacterisHno 
and Peak Performer Attributes 
The third null-hypothesis is stated as follows: there are no dif¬ 
ferences among self-perceived peak performer attributes of the demo¬ 
graphic groups which include: age, gender, marital status, parental 
status, and academic preparation. This null hypothesis and related null 
sub-hypotheses were tested using the t test to examine differences 
between the means of the two groups. Differences between males and 
females were examined and found on one scale. Males' self-perceptions 
were greater than females' self-perceptions on the scale Change Manage¬ 
ment at the .000 significance level which is based on the Pooled 
Variance Estimate as shown in Table 20. 
Educational differences on the scales were examined between respon¬ 
dents with graduate degrees and those without graduate degrees and noted 
on two scales. Self-perceptions of respondents with graduate degrees 
were greater than the self-perceptions of those without graduate degrees 
on the scale Team Builders/Team Players at the .016 significance level 
based on the Separate Variance Estimate as shown in Table 21. Also, 
self-perceptions of respondents with graduate degrees were greater than 
the self-perceptions of respondents without graduate degrees on the 
scale Change Management at the .087 significance level based on the 
Pooled Variance Estimate. Insignificant findings were based on Pooled 
Variance Estimates. For the remaining demographics, there were no 
differences when the following groups were examined: respondents over 




Tests of Gender Differences on the Attributes 
Scales Group-*- n Mean SD t df Prob. 
Total 1 19 186.37 25.2 0.69 25.4 
.499 
2 36 182.03 15.5 
MM 1 19 51.47 8.0 0.79 56 .433 
2 39 50.00 6.0 
RRT 1 19 37.53 7.0 0.14 56 .892 
2 39 37.31 5.0 
CC 1 19 52.74 8.6 1.06 54 
.293 
2 37 50.46 7.1 
CM 1 19 32.37 4.4 3.66 56 .001* 
2 39 27.28 5.2 
Team 1 19 21.16 4.8 -0.07 55 .948 
2 38 21.24 4.0 
NOTE: MM = Missions That Motivate; RRT = Results in Real Time; 
Team = Team Builder/Team Player; CC = Course Correction; 
CM = Change Management 
Group 1 = males; Group 2 = females 
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TABLE 21 
Tests of Educational Differences on the Attributes 
Scales Groupl n Mean SD t df Prob. 
Total 1 44 181.27 19.4 
-1.49 55 .141 
2 13 190.37 
MM 1 47 50.89 6.9 0.20 58 
.843 
2 13 50.46 7.1 
RRT 1 47 36.85 5.6 
-1.22 58 
.228 
2 13 39.00 5.7 
CC 1 45 50.60 7.5 -1.03 56 .310 
2 13 53.08 8.3 
CM 1 47 28.23 5.2 -1.74 58 .087* 
2 13 31.23 6.6 
Team 1 46 20.61 4.4 -2.54 33.9 .016* 
2 13 23.08 2.6 
NOTE: MM = Missions That Motivate, RRT = Results in Real Time; 
Team = Team Builder/Team Player; CC = Course Correction; 
CM = Change Management 
Group 1 = without graduate degrees; Group 2 = graduate degrees and 
above 
Statistical Summary 
The results of the statistical analyses have been presented in this 
chapter up to this point. The significant findings relevant to the null 
hypotheses and null sub-hypotheses are listed below. A statement of the 
null hypotheses and null sub-hypotheses per attribute appears in Chapter 
III for ease of comparison. The interpretations of these findings are 
reserved for Chapter VI. 
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The findings are based on five of Garfield’s six attributes. It 
may be recalled that the scale Self-Management was eliminated from the 
final calculations of reliabilities because the reliability was extreme¬ 
ly low as reported in Chapter IV. Hence, the null hypothesis and the 
null sub-hypotheses were accepted for this scale. The null hypotheses 
that were tested did not include the Self-Management scale. 
For the first null hypothesis and null sub—hypotheses l.a, l.c., 
l.d. , l.e, the null hypothesis and null sub—hypotheses were accepted 
for this sample. There is no relationship between the total PPPII-SA 
and job performance as shown in Table 15. For the null sub-hypothesis 
l.b, the null sub-hypothesis is rejected due to a significant correla¬ 
tion at the .06 level of low strength between Results in Real Time and 
Job Performance. For the null sub-hypothesis l.f, the null sub¬ 
hypothesis is rejected due to a significant correlation at the .03 level 
of low strength between Change Management and Job Performance. 
Due to weak results, relationships between managers' and non¬ 
managers' self-perceived attributes were explored for which null hypo¬ 
theses had not been developed. For managers, there were two significant 
correlations: one at the .09 significance level between Missions That 
Motivate and Job Performance and of low strength, and the other at the 
.09 significance level between Results in Real Time and Job Performance. 
These were all weak findings because they only account for a small 
amount of variance in Job Performance which is based on the boss's 
perceptions. 
Non-managers' self-perceived attributes were negatively correlating 
with Job Performance so strongly that the overall total for PPPII-SA was 
significant at the level of .04. There were significant but negative 
109 
correlations on two scales. One significant finding was at the .02 sig¬ 
nificance level between Course Corrections and Job Performance, but of 
low significance and low negative strength. The other significant 
finding was at the .06 significance level between Team Builder/Team 
Player and Job Performance and of moderate strength. This latter 
finding on the team scale might appear to represent a strong finding, 
however, the fact that this scale had the lowest reliability precludes 
such a conclusion. 
For the second null hypothesis and null sub—hypotheses 2.a, 2.c 
2.d, and 2.e, the null hypothesis and null sub-hypotheses listed were 
accepted. There were no differences between managers’ and non-managers' 
self-perceived attributes for this sample. However, for the null sub¬ 
hypothesis 2.b, the null sub-hypothesis was rejected. Managers' self¬ 
perceptions were greater than the non-managers' self-perceptions on the 
scale Results in Real Time at the .050 significance level. For the null 
sub-hypothesis 2.f, the null sub-hypothesis was rejected. Managers' 
self-perceptions were greater than the non-managers' self-perceptions on 
the scale Chance Management at the .000 significance level. Naisbitt's 
(1982) perception that there is an almost imperceptible gap between 
managers and non-managers appears to be supported by this finding. 
While the data in this sample seems to bear him out, it would be prudent 
to base such a conclusion on studies with considerably larger sample 
sizes. 
Despite the lack of previously developed null hypotheses, other 
results were obtained which supported previously developed null 
hypotheses. Differences were examined between high performers and low 
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performers. High performers' self-perceptions were greater than low 
performers' self-perceptions at the .039 significance level on the scale 
Change Management as shown in Table 19. 
For the third null hypothesis, the null hypothesis was accepted. 
There were no differences among demographic groups’ self-perceived peak 
performer attributes. For the null sub-hypotheses 3.a.l, 3.a.2, 3.a.3 
3.a.4, and 3.a.5, the null sub-hypotheses were also accepted. There 
were no differences between males and females on these scales. For the 
null sub-hypothesis 3.a.6, the null sub-hypothesis was rejected. Males’ 
self-perceptions were greater than females' self-perceptions on the 
scale Change Management at the .000 significance level as shown in 
Table 20. 
For the null sub-hypotheses 3.b.l, 3.b.2, 3.b.3, and 3.b.5, the 
null sub-hypotheses were accepted. The self-perceptions of those with 
graduate degrees on these particular scales were no different from the 
self-perceptions of those without graduate degrees. For null sub¬ 
hypothesis 3.b.4, the null sub-hypothesis was rejected. Self¬ 
perceptions of respondents with graduate degrees were greater than the 
self-perceptions of those without graduate degrees on the scale Team 
Builders/Team Players at the .016 significance level as shown in Table 
21. For the null sub-hypothesis 3.b.6, the null sub-hypothesis was 
rejected. Self-perceptions of respondents with graduate degrees were 
greater than those without graduate degrees on the scale Change Manage¬ 
ment at the .087 significance level also shown in Table 21. These find¬ 
ings are discussed and interpretations are ventured in Chapter VI. 
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Narrative Summary 
Two open-ended questions were included in the PPPII-SA to determine 
what employees needed from their managers in order to shed more light. 
Respondents were high and low performers who were grouped according to 
their performance data. High performers were those with performance 
data greater than or equal to four and low performers were those with 
performance data less than or equal to three. Respondents were asked to 
"briefly describe what your boss does well as a manager that helps you 
to do your job" and "briefly describe what your boss does that seems to 
prevent you or others from being as productive as you might be." 
To the first question, seven respondents (all high performers 
except two) made no response. To the second question, five respondents 
(high and low performers) denied problems and eight respondents (high 
and low performers) made no response. 
The following responses are direct quotes and are organized as 
follows. Responses to both questions are listed by high performing 
managers, high performing non-managers, low performing managers, and 
low performing non-managers. Variables were isolated for a number of 
representative responses to the open-ended questions and are in readi¬ 
ness to be operationalized for hypothesis testing (Appendix E). 
For both questions, the responses fell into the following major 
categories: communication, support/praise, autonomy, and leadership. 
The similarities among the responses suggest that high performers may 
have done well in spite of their bosses rather than because of their 
bosses. However, neither this nor other conclusions can be safely 
drawn without further evidence. Overall, responses did not appear to 
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clearly differentiate between high and low performers, but people were 
very "tuned in" to their need for recognition, support, and approval. 
TABLE 22 
Briefly Describe What Your Boss Does Well as a Manager 
That Helps You to Do Your Job 
17 High Performing Managers 8 Low Performing Managers 
Communication 
Really listens. Approachable. 
Offers thoughtful advice and 
counsel. 
He is always willing to listen. 
Expresses confidence in my skills. 
Takes my advice. 
Support/Praise 
Supports my efforts. 
Is there for support and opinions 
when I need her. 
He is supportive, helpful. Con¬ 
siders others’ views and if valid, 
supports their efforts strongly. 
Extra effort to bring new managers 
up to speed on mechanics of Divi¬ 
sion Operations. 
Provides humor and support. 
Continually (a) partner. 
Praises my progress. 
Catches me doing things right. 
My boss can be extremely suppor¬ 
tive . 
She is patient and gives input and 
support when I need help to solve 
a problem. 






— H1Sh Performin£ Managers 8 Low Performing Managers 
Autonomy 
Gives me the authority to make 
independent judgements and deci¬ 
sions in a wide range of areas— 
and reinforces this authority by 
supporting decisions. 
He allows successful subordinates 
a wide area within which to 
operate. 
Trusts me, gives me autonomy, has 
confidence in me. 
Leaves me alone to do what I do 
best. 
Nothing! X m almost 100% indepen 
dent in my job. I usually go to 
her when I need her opinion. 
Leaves me alone. 
Gives autonomy. 
Leadership 
The boss always throws a carrot out 
there. My goal is aligned with the 
corporation's. The goal is to make 
money, and lots of it. That’s the 
exciting thing about working for 
the corporation. Our common goals 
are not obscured. We give so much 
back to the community, but everyone 
involved is very clear that we are 
in the business of making money - 
paraphrased. 
State of the art knowledge. 







Well organized in every way. 
Equitable. 
Gives me resources. 
Provides facilities, equipment, to 
organization evenly. 
Defines responsibility with speci¬ 




10. High Performing Non-ManaRers 25 Low Performing Mm'-Mansr„. 
Communication 
Communicates often. 
She will listen thoroughly to what 
a person has to say even though 
they have to say it—she won’t say 
it for them and responds as she 
can— 
Listens to suggestions. 
Listens well. 
Gives me positive and negative 
feedback. 
Includes me in decision-making 
pertaining to my job. 
I never have to guess, I know what 
she expects. 
Always in a good mood. 
Support/Praise 
Helpful suggestions, helps me with 
clients. 
Supportive 
Will help in any way to make some¬ 
thing work. 
My boss is so supportive, kind. 
Provides good support. 
She cares. 
Complimentary. 
Has a warm, humanistic approach to 
problems. 
Praise, recognition, appreciation. 
Always praises for a job well done. 
Praises, supports, follows through, 
keeps commitments, trusts, respects. 
My boss is very supportive both 
professionally and personally. 
Very supportive of the job we are 
doing. 
Very supportive of what I do. 




10_ High Performing Non-Managers 25 Low Performing 
Autonomy 
Allows autonomy Glves me £lexlbllUy an(J freedon 
Leaves me responsible for my own to 
daily work load. Leaves me alone to do my work. 
I am somewhat on my own. 
Gives me a lot of room to run at 
my own speed. 
Little supervision. 
Lets me run with the ball. 
Leaves me alone to do the job— 
Low Direction, High Support 
Leadership 
I would say that being organized 
helps me to do my job. 
Clear concise instructions. 
Is organized and extremely 
competent. 
Has defined goals. 
Is fair. 
Defines the job. 
Keeps track of numbers of sales. 
Sets standards and timelines. 
Clear direction. 
Sets realistic goals. 
Delegates with me. 
Good problem solver. 
Organizes, plans ahead, has well- 
defined standards for quality. 
My boss sets clear, concise goals 
with me. 
My boss allows me freedom, but 
makes me accountable. 
Good direction. 
She has integrity. 
Fair, honest. 
Product knowledge high. 
Has org. (organization) power. 
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TABLE 23 
Briefly Describe What Your Boss Does That Seems 
to Prevent You or Others from Being 
as Productive as You Might Be 
17- High Performing Managers 8 Low Performing Managers 
Communication 
Sometimes can’t read people as 
well as he things he can. 
Very little feedback is received 
unless specifically requested. 
Needs to learn to listen better 
for the times when I’m over¬ 
whelmed/ overworked/overstressed. 
Occasional leave alone/zap behav¬ 
ior because he is not completely 
informed about what is going on. 
Doesn’t share information, changes 
the rules, gives no feedback. 
Not always available. 
My boss travels a lot. My boss 
does not know enough about what 1 
do to know what it takes to accom¬ 
plish a job. 
Does not brainstorm problems. 
Support/Praise 
He does now always fully understand Sometimes is too critical, doesn’t 
some of the problems I encounter in praise often, 
my job. 
First indication of discontent 
broadly stated and by surprise 
without early discussion of 
specific issues. 
Doesn't let small steps matter, 
little celebration, not enough 
support. 
Autonomy 
Could be less "hands on". 
Gets too involved in detail. 
Not enough delegation. She always 
says she's too busy, but if she'd 
take the time to train her 
employees and trust them, she 
could delegate the smaller pro¬ 
jects so she'd have time to 





.17 High Performing; Managers 8 Low Performing Mana„.r. 
Leadership 
Indecisive at times. Slow or 
reluctant to make decisions. 
Has difficulty in dealing with 
his vertical line management. 
He has too narrow a technical 
view of broad research areas 
supporting his mission/goal area. 
Some people get away with more 
than necessary. 
Plays favorites on staff. 
She needs to have consequences for 
not meeting goals and needs to 
have these goals up front. 
She is also unorganized. 
iQ_High Performing Non Managers 25 Low Performing Non—Managers 
Communication 
Spreads herself too thin making Unavailable 
availability a challenge. 
- Gives very little feedback. 
Too busy to give individual atten¬ 
tion—doesn't take time to know me 
personally. . . . 
Not available for guidance, advice 
related to job. 
Puts a negative statement before a 
positive one. I like to hear the 
good news first. 
Not knowing his whereabouts. 
My boss travels and is seldom 
available for questions or direc¬ 
tions . 
My boss is extremely busy—it can 
be difficult to get to talk to 
her—you almost feel guilty asking 
for her time. I wish we could 
have Administrative Meetings 





10 High Performing Non-Managers 25 Low Performing Nnn-Managers 
Communication 
(continued) 
(There is a) lack of explanation 
and background information on new 
projects. 
(There is a) lack of feedback, 
praising or how a good job should 
look, if not being reached. 
Not a very good listener. 
Responds to things said before 
having a chance to hear what was 
said. 
Doesn’t look at all sides but 
getting better. 
If I am not doing a job right tell 
me so I can improve. 
Poor interpersonal skills. 
Spends too much time tending to 
personal business and personal 
phone calls. 
Lack of communication, due to 
heavy travel schedule. 
Support/Praise 
Holds us back. No praising. No (doesn't take time to) . . . give 
help or support to do more. me a boost when I need it. 
May interrupt my work schedule. 
Won’t give credit for a job well 
done. 
Does not believe in praisings. If 
I am not doing a job right, tell 




10 High Performing Non-Managers 
25—Low Performing Non-Managers 
Autonomy 
Doesn't offer any other projects Does not delegate, 
that we might be able to help with. 
Does not allow creative thinking 
through problems. Retains too 
much control. 
Appears to have strong need to 
control and seems to feel threat¬ 
ened at times without acknowledg¬ 
ing it. 
Sometimes too high of a need to 
control. Lack of delegation 
skills. 
Double checks what you do—much 
detail follow-up. 
Leadership 
Dropping off projects and not 
being aware of current work load. 
Low expectations. 
Does not know and has not asked 
about what my background is and 
thus has not utilized my full 
potential. 
Giving me lots of little things 
that can be somewhat time consum¬ 
ing, which makes my day less 
productive, or it so seems. 
Takes on many small jobs during a 
large job. 
CHAPTER VI 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
This chapter presents the conclusions of the study. In the first 
section, the study is summarized. In the second section, a discussion 
of the findings explores possible explanations for the findings relative 
to hierarchical relationships in the organization. In the third sec¬ 
tion,^ the limitations of these findings are discussed. In the fourth 
section, potential implications for organization development are 
explored. The final section suggests directions for future research. 
Summary 
The central purpose for this study was to investigate the relation¬ 
ships between self-perceived peak performer attributes and job perfor¬ 
mance based on the boss's perceptions. While a number of concerned 
scholars put energy into identifying and developing models of excellence 
due to major concern over American productivity, Garfield's exploration 
of peak performer attributes of individuals piqued this investigator's 
curiosity. Since people are balieved to be a company's most valuable 
resource, it makes sense to identify models of excellence at the indi¬ 
vidual level. Perhaps the key to increasing productivity and developing 
excellence at the company level is studying peak performer attributes at 
the individual level, isolating them, and training them into others. 
This study extended Garfield's work and built on it. Garfield's 
findings through a quantitative approach pointed up the need for an 
empirical examination of the peak performer attributes. However, to 
address the concern with productivity, a study was needed to determine 
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if there were relationships between the attributes and job performance. 
In order to conduct such a study, an instrument had to be developed. 
There were several findings that were conspicuous and unexpected as 
well. We did not expect to find that the scale that showed the highest 
correlation to the total PPPII-SA when tested for reliability. Course 
Correction, would show no positive significant results statistically. 
Further, it was unexpected that the non-managers would be negatively 
correlating significantly on the scales Course Correction and Team 
Builder/Team Player, and Total PPPII-SA. Finally, the fact that the 
scale Self-Management would be eliminated from the calculations due to 
the reliability tests was perhaps the biggest surprise of all. However, 
item numbers 17 and 36 initially grouped under the attribute Self- 
Management seemed to better measure Results in Real Time in the final 
configurations. 
Discussion of Findings 
This study generated several significant findings. The total 
PPPII-SA was not found to correlate with job performance which is based 
on the boss’s perceptions. However, several scales had a significant 
relationship with job performance. In addition, significant differences 
between groups were found. The major findings refer to those findings 
for which a statement of null hypothesis for that scale had been devel¬ 
oped. The minor findings refer to those findings for which no outcomes 
had been hypothesized. 
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Major Findings 
This section which discusses the major findings is organized by 
scale. Grouped under each scale are the following: a statement that 
describes what the scale measured, the null sub-hypothesis, results, 
and discussion. A statement of the null hypothesis and null sub- 
hypothesis for each scale appears in Chapter III. 
Change Management. This scale measured their abilities to antici¬ 
pate, adapt and act. PPs try to keep the mission alive and effective, 
anticipate both difficulties and opportunities, grow and recommit, and 
preserve what’s best and discard the rest. 
Null Sub-Hypotheses. The null sub-hypothesis l.f. which was re¬ 
jected states there is no relationship between Change Management as 
self-perceived and Job Performance based on the boss’s perceptions. 
The null sub-hypothesis 2.f. which was rejected states that the 
managers’ self-perceived abilities are no different from the non¬ 
managers' self-perceived abilities on the attribute Change Management. 
The null sub-hypothesis 3.a.6 which was rejected states that the 
males' self-perceived abilities are no different from the females’ self- 
perceived abilities on the attribute Change Management. 
The null sub-hypothesis 3.b.6 which was rejected states that the 
self-perceived abilities of those with graduate degrees are no different 
from those without graduate degrees on the attribute Change Management. 
Results. Study outcomes show that Change Management is a viable 
peak performer concept. Results show a positive and significant corre¬ 
lation between Change Management and Job Performance. Results also show 
that managers’ self-perceptions were greater than non-managers’ self- 
123 
perceptions on the scale Change Management. Results also show that 
males' self-perceptions were greater than females' self-perceptions on 
the scale Change Management. Self-perceptions of respondents with 
graduate degrees were greater than the self-perceptions of respondents 
without graduate degrees on the scale Change Management. 
The notion of Change Management as a viable peak performer concept 
was further supported by t tests that showed that self-perceptions of 
high performers on the scale Change Management were greater than self¬ 
perceptions of low performers. 
Discussion. Some possible explanations for these results follow. 
The result that managers’ self-perceptions were greater than non¬ 
managers’ self-perceptions was not surprising. At their higher level in 
the organizational hierarchy, they are in a better position to see the 
need for change. There they have more knowledge of the big picture due 
to the nature of their work which is planning or goal and objective set¬ 
ting, organizing, directing, staffing, and controlling. Managers can 
act more autonomously to create change and adapt to changes in the 
environment. Change Management may be seen as a function of the manager 
more than the non-manager. 
Non-managers' perceptions of the reasons for change often govern 
their receptivity to it and their level of cooperation. Sometimes, they 
are not clear on the reason for the change, only that there are new ex¬ 
pectations to meet. Or non-managers may perceive change negatively, as 
a criticism of their work. Someone did not like what they were doing 
and instituted change. Since the big picture may be unclear to them, 
others may not be perceived as going in the same direction. The change 
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process can generate confusion and sow seeds of discontent which lowers 
morale and productivity. 
Results also show that the males perceived themselves as managing 
change better than females. The females in this study may or may not 
have difficulty managing change. Females' self-perceptions of their 
abilities in general as compared to males tend to be lower (Kanter, 
1977; Harragan, 1977). Their self-perceptions are sometimes self- 
effacing which reveal a gap between their actual abilities and self- 
perceived abilities (Ranter, 1977). Males and females hold different 
beliefs and assumptions about themselves and about each other (Hennig 
and Jardim, 1976). 
Results in Real Time. This scale measures the ability to organize 
activities around results. PPs translate mission into results on a 
timely basis. They see opportunities early. While retaining the 
desired image, they employ the methods that achieve results, and exe¬ 
cute. They think success. 
Null Sub-Hypotheses. The null sub-hypothesis l.b. which was re- 
jejected states there is no relationship between Results in Real Time as 
self-perceived and Job Performance based on the boss's perceptions. The 
null sub-hypothesis 2.b. which was rejected states that the managers' 
self-perceived abilities are no different from the non-managers' self- 
perceived abilities on the attribute Results in Real Time. 
Results. This study outcome shows that Results in Real Time is a 
viable peak performer concept. Results show a positive and significant 
correlation between Results in Real Time and Job Performance on the 
total PPPII-SA. For managers, there were two significant correlations: 
one at the .09 significance level between Results in Real Time and Job 
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Performance. The other significant correlation is discussed under Mis¬ 
sions That Motivate. The notion of Results in Real Time as a viable 
peak performer concept was further supported by t tests which show that 
self-perceptions of managers on the scale Results in Real Time were 
greater than self-perceptions of non-managers. 
Discussion. Having a role in developing the big picture and there¬ 
fore special knowledge of it allows managers the opportunity to concep¬ 
tualize tasks in terms of time frames. They are clearer on the goals and 
have more autonomy and resources. Their special knowledge of the big 
picture from beginning to end allows them to be more effective due to 
their control of the resources. Therefore, they don’t waste energy spin¬ 
ning wheels or reinventing the wheel since goals and time frames are 
clear. Managers often feel personally more accountable than non¬ 
managers. If the goals of their work group succeed or fail, that success 
may be attributed more readily by others to the manager individually. 
External influences such as one's boss also affect the results ob¬ 
tained by managers and non-managers. Even though the managers in this 
study had complaints about their own bosses that were similar to the non¬ 
managers', they were able to translate the mission into results. Despite 
external influences managers may be more internally motivated. Periodi¬ 
cally, managers are refuelled at management seminars. This investigator 
theorizes that when they return from the seminar to light a fire under 
someone else, e.g., the non-manager, it is the manager herself who gets 
"fired up" and motivated all over again. No one, not even an insensi¬ 
tive, uncaring, and unsupportive boss, is likely to extinguish a blazing 
inferno with a garden hose. On the other hand, this does not appear to 
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be the case for the non-manager whose flame may be no stronger than a 
flickering candle. 
Non-managers have less knowledge of the big picture. When the 
goals are communicated top-down, they may be less clear if communicated 
verbally versus In writing. Or they may not be communicated in a 
fashion that inspires action. They may not have the needed reminders 
of the goals, such as metaphors, slogans, and images, e.g., a picture of 
the moon that keeps the mission alive. 
Hence, roles may be unclear and energy may be displaced into an 
informal organization that exists to help people cope with the confusion 
rather than to support organizational goal achievement. Non-managers do 
not tend to feel as personally accountable for the success of the goals of 
the work group. They receive less internal satisfaction since they 
often see the value of their work as making the boss look good. They 
tend to feel less ownership for goals they did not participate in setting. 
Team Builder/Team Player. This scale measures the extent to which 
PPs prize collaboration. PPs value and promote team spirit. Through a 
positive type of peer pressure, PPs keep the mission alive. The items 
developed for the questionnaire were intended to emphasize characteris¬ 
tics common to both Team Builders and Team Players since non-managers 
are the focus of this study. However, the scales Change Management and 
Team Builder/Team Player may have been interpreted by respondents as 
managerial functions primarily. 
Null Sub-Hypotheses. The null sub-hypothesis 3.b.4 which was 
rejected states that the self-perceived abilities of those with graduate 
degrees are no different from the self-perceived abilities of those 
without graduate degrees as Team Builder/Team Player. 
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Results. Results show that the self-perceptions of respondents 
with graduate degrees were greater than the self-perceptions of those 
without graduate degrees on the scale Team Builder/Team Player. 
This finding should not be misconstrued as stating that one needs 
a graduate degree to function well as a Team Builder or Team Player. 
It may be recalled that this scale was the weakest of the five scales. 
This is evidenced by the fact that non-managers were negatively corre¬ 
lating at the significance level of .06, but at low strength. Also, 
this scale had a negative correlation to the total PPPII-SA that was 
insignificant. Even the managers correlated negatively on this 
scale. 
Discussion. Self-perceptions of respondents with graduate degrees 
were greater than the self-perceptions of those without graduate 
degrees on the scale Team Builder/Team Player. This group may feel more 
valued and therefore less threatened. Generally, they have had enough 
experience to know that there are rewards if they are part of a winning 
team, e.g., increased group cohesion, positive perceptions by others and 
positive self-perceptions. By the same token, they feel personally pro¬ 
tected by the membership to the team; if the team fails, the individual 
did not fail. However, if the team fails, the team begins to break 
down. 
Non-managers who were negatively correlating on the scale Team 
Builder/Team Player may perceive themselves as peak job performers who 
are not Team Builders or Team Players. In other words, their peak job 
performance based on their boss's perceptions is not attributed to self¬ 
perceptions as Team Builder or Team Player. More strongly stated, this 
finding could indicate that they think team work gets in the way of a 
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good job. Two of the possible reasons for this finding follow: (1) as 
mentioned, the reliabilities for this scale were the weaknest of the 
five scales which indicates that some items need further development and 
additional items need to be developed as well; also, (2) such indivi¬ 
duals may feel intimidated, whether it is real or irrational, and move 
away from "team" concern toward "me" concern. When this happens, these 
individuals collaborate less and affiliate less (Garfield, 1986). They 
sometimes feel vulnerable to scapegoating. 
Minor Findings 
The section which discusses the minor findings is organized simi¬ 
larly to the major findings but does not reflect null hypotheses as none 
were developed. Hence, the organization of this section shows what was 
investigated, what was found, and a possible explanation of the reasons 
for these results. 
Missions That Motivate. This scale measures motivation, or the 
call to action, or the "click" that gets things going. For PPs to do a 
job exceptionally well, there is real meaning or a sense of Mission That 
Motivates them. This internal motivation is based on deeply held values 
which are manifest outwardly by a visible commitment. This commitment 
is manifest in the ability to persevere and hurdle obstacles. 
Results. For managers, there was a significant correlation at the 
.09 significance level between Missions That Motivate and Job Perfor¬ 
mance but of low strength. The other significant result for managers is 
discussed under Results in Real Time. 
Discussion. PPs have the ability to translate mission into results 
(Garfield, 1986). In order to be able to do this, they must have a 
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Clear vision of the goal. The goals of the onagers In this study prob¬ 
ably reflected their values and were manifest In their commitment. The 
managers’ designated responsibilities and strategic position within the 
organization required their input into the planning and goal setting 
processes. This participation develops a sense of ownership of the out¬ 
come as well as a more personal involvement for the managers more than 
for the non-managers. 
Course Correction. This scale measures the mental agility, concen¬ 
tration, and the ability to learn from mistakes. PPs have the ability 
to find and navigate a critical path, not a perfect path, but they can 
stay on course. They can turn lemons into lemonade. 
Results. Non-managers were negatively correlating on this scale, 
Course Correction, at a significance level of .02, but of low strength. 
Discussion. These results suggest that non-managers' self¬ 
perceptions of their abilities to function well in their jobs are not 
attributed to their self-perceived abilities to correct course. Non¬ 
managers may not have a clear idea of what the goal is due to a lack of 
"top-down" communication. Since non-managers may not perceive the 
course or the mission (the big picture) or the goals clearly, they would 
not be able to correct their mistakes in time to stay on the critical 
path. In other words, if what I did was wrong, then it's the boss's 
fault because I did what she told me to do; she just doesn't know what 
she wants. But that's no reflection on my (good) work. Since they were 
only doing as they were told in their perceptions, they may attribute 
mistakes to forces outside themselves which diminish their sense of per¬ 
sonal responsibility for correcting course. These findings are further 
addressed in terms of their limitations. 
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Limitations 
The correlations for the total PPPII-SA show no overall significant 
relationship with job performance. Relationships of certain scales with 
job performance were weak which accounted for a small amount of variance 
in job performance. The instrument was shown to be more internally con- 
sistant for managers than non-managers who were negatively correlating 
on the scales with job performance. For the individual scales that 
showed a positive relationship with job performance, job performance 
increased as the amount of the attribute increased in the sample. For 
the individual scales that showed a negative relationship with job per¬ 
formance, the job performance increased as the amount of the attribute 
decreased in the sample. However, the PP attributes do not account for 
all of the variation in job performance. 
A total of approximately 134 peak performer findings were isolated 
and items were developed for 45 findings. A balance of 89 other peak 
performer findings or variables were not accounted for in this study. 
In addition, Garfield's PP findings included in this study may not have 
captured all of the salient attributes of PPs. 
Another variable that was not accounted for in this study is the 
influence of the boss on their job performance. Data collected through 
this study show that the bosses were perceived to employ practices that 
promote job performance and certain practices that hinder job perfor¬ 
mance as well. A number of these findings which appear in Appendix E 
have been isolated as variables and are ready to be operationalized. 
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Another variable not accounted for in this study is the influence 
of other preexisting relationships on job performance which include 
peers, work groups, or other relationships. 
There were other possible reasons that minimal results were ob¬ 
tained in this study. One reason these results were obtained was that 
the scale Team Builder/Team Player was quite weak. This is supported by 
the data which shows negative although insignificant correlations be¬ 
tween this scale and job performance for managers. Also, there were 
too few items in this scale and only one item had actual face validity. 
The concept of Team Builder/Team Player was merely implied in the other 
items. 
We could also speculate that non-managers don’t have the language 
to process the concepts that managers learn at management training semi¬ 
nars, through networking with other managers, and through job experi¬ 
ence . 
Possibly we saw minimal differences because there were only minimal 
differences. Results that show minimal differences between the self- 
perceived attributes of managers and non-managers appear on the surface 
to support Naisbitt's (1982) notion that there is indeed an impercep¬ 
tible gap between managers and non-managers. While the data in this 
sample seem to bear him out, such a conclusion should be drawn 
cautiously. 
Sample. The sample size plays a large role in obtaining signifi¬ 
cant results (Borg and Gall, 1983, p. 262). The sample should be five 
times the number of items. Hence for 45 items, the sample size should 
be at least 225 respondents. 
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Peak performer profile. A complete profile of the peak performer 
has not been outlined from a study of this sample, but we now know for 
this sample that there are significant differences between the self¬ 
perceptions of males and females on the scale Change Management. We 
also know there are significant differences between the self-perceptions 
of those with graduate degrees and those without graduate degrees on the 
scales Change Management and Team Builder/Team Player. The demographic 
profile of peak performers in this sample will be filled in by subse¬ 
quent research. 
Developing a peak performer profile that incorporates demographic 
characteristics has potential for increasing knowledge as well as caus- 
ing harm to vulnerable groups. If further study is done in this area 
with a concomitant attempt to learn about the demographic characteris¬ 
tics of PPs, one caveat applies. It is imperative that future studies 
of peak performers that may entail other perceptions versus self¬ 
perceptions are not ultimately used to promote the superiority of one 
group over another. Irresponsible handling of such information causes 
considerable damage to certain groups more vulnerable than others (Moore 
and Wagstaff, 1974). To round out the research on differences among 
peak performer attributes of demographic groups, homogeneous as well as 
heterogeneous groups should be studied and the concomitant ramifications 
carefully weighed. 
PPPII-SA. There may have been a validity problem with the PPPII-SA. 
This means that when scales were reconfigured, it was based on correla¬ 
tions and to some extent based on the fit with the literature. Their 
fit with the literature was not always clear since some PP findings 
characterized more than one attribute as mentioned in Chapter IV. These 
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items may not measure what they 
are purported to measure, hence the 
attributes may not be measured well. 
The instrument needs to be further developed and refined. Through 
this study, successful items, unsuccessful items, and items that show 
potential were identified. One problem with the items is perhaps best 
described by this unsolidited reaction written at the end of the ques¬ 
tionnaire usted in the actual study: 
I felt it was really difficult to answer some of these ques¬ 
tions the way they were worded. For example question #2 
because a person has initiative if they look at different 
angles to a problem but at the same time, they can get bogged 
down and never complete the project. 
There is a possible remedy. Where options or alternative behaviors were 
offered in items such as the one in the above example, the expectation 
probably needs to be clarified that the respondents will respond based 
on what they do most often. This clarification could be made preferably 
in the actual item or in the instructions. 
Statistical analyses which included three way ANOVA could have been 
done to compare males who were managers with graduate degrees with other 
comparable groups. 
Pilot study. A more extensive type of pilot study should be con¬ 
sidered which asks respondents to reword a question in their own words 
in order to check their interpretations of the meaning in addition to 
asking for a response to a question (Borg and Gall, 1983). 
Implications for Organization Development 
Once an instrument is fully developed which addresses this particu¬ 
lar configuration of peak performer attitudes and behaviors, it can be 
used in business and industry. Heightened awareness of peak performer 
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attributes may be a way to improve one's batting average considerably. 
Until further research obtains, this instrument should not be used to 
exclude people from positions or promotional opportunities. A more 
appropriate use of the instrument would be to measure employee develop¬ 
mental levels in order to help their managers identify appropriate 
leadership styles. Another use might be to identify peak performer 
training needs and interests where it could provide a context for group 
and individual discussion. Another use of the instrument is for pre¬ 
testing and post-testing at actual peak performer training events. When 
consideration is given to the development of low achievers, one caveat 
applies—peak performer training should be for new promotions and volun¬ 
teers rather than for low achievers who could misperceive it as remedial 
training (Garfield, 1986). 
Additional ideas for use of the instrument in public sector insti¬ 
tutions were generated during the pilot test. Even though the instru¬ 
ment was untested, others wanted to use the instrument: (1) to "see 
where my kid's head is at," (2) to help me "counsel my clients in an 
alcohol and drug program," and (3) to "give to my employees." Hence 
the instrument might be used in the therapeutic milieu as a counseling 
tool formally or informally. 
State of the art. Currently, the lion's share of training re¬ 
sources in organizations is aimed at managers who are popularly thought 
to be the key to developing high-performing organizations. The leader¬ 
ship role has been the prevailing target of study and unit of analysis 
since the genesis of scientific curiosity about organizations—a 
curiosity that spans the gamut of contributions from early classicists 
theorists to the human relations theorists (Stogdill, 1974). Hence, 
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managers have become the target of development efforts. But that does 
not seem to be enough to turn organizations around. Dichotomous views 
of the productivity problem suggest that an eclectic approach to human 
resource development at all levels of the organization may be in order. 
If we accept as a partial list of significant indicators of a need 
for organizational change-the Japanese Challenge, the New Information 
Age, the New Breed of Employee, and underutilization, then we need to be 
concerned about the direction change takes. With such odds, there is 
little wonder that organizations lack excellence (Peters and Waterman, 
1982; Naisbitt, 1982) and individuals lack peak job performance 
(Garfield, 1986). Foremost, we want to avoid change for change's sake 
and we want to develop a position that is proactive versus reactive in 
relation to our environment. 
If we agree that organizations need change and that a variety of 
approaches might be useful, then new expert opinions may be considered. 
First, proponents of increased non-managerial development think more 
consideration needs to be given to directly helping non-managerial 
employees manage themselves to orchestrate their own high performance. 
A direct approach to non-managerial development is considered crucial 
(Bradford and Cohen, 1984; Garfield, 1986). 
Non-managerial employees need assistance and training to develop 
knowledge and skill necessary for high performance. The current state 
of the art of non-managerial training is task-oriented and narrow in 
scope. Consequently, their other skills, talents, and potentials go 
undeveloped or underdeveloped and human resources are not fully utilized 
for organizational problem-solving. This condition is incongruent with 
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the pressing organizational need to maximize human resource participa- 
tion. Training resources need to be reapportioned. 
Managers need to know more about the conditions that promote high 
performance of individuals and groups in order to develop the skills to 
promote these conditions. Managers need to "look at the depth of 
people's capabilities, in terms of skills training and in broader 
terms—the effective mobilization of personal resources by human beings 
who develop themselves as self-managers" (Garfield, 1986, p. 1A8). 
A re-examination of organizational development efforts and its 
major thrusts seems not only indicated but likely given the climate and 
attitudes. After a seminar where Garfield and Drucker were both guest 
speakers, Drucker congratulated Garfield on his focus on the individual 
saying that it was time to focus on the individual—that so much had 
been done with regard to management studies (reported by Dr. Brandon 
Hall) . Naisbitt (1982) thinks the employees are the ones who can make 
the most pervasive changes considering they have the greatest stake. 
From these key informants the combined message is—a focus on upper 
levels of human achievement in non-managerial employees is an idea whose 
time has come. The focus on individual achievement has become a corpo¬ 
rate trend according to Garfield (1986): 
Secondary sources include some nine hundred articles describ¬ 
ing and analyzing many of America's highest achievers in 
business. America's business community is currently conduct¬ 
ing vigorous investigations . . . not just about productivity, 
but about how and where people find the productive capacities 
within themselves. Business journals and general-interest 
periodicals feature high-performing individuals repeatedly. 
(p. 32) 
This concept of non-managerial training is less of a radical depar 
ture and more an integration and synthesis of thought by current 
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organizational theorists, that might be seen as a revolutionary approach 
to the field of Organizational Development. 
Implications for peak performer tYainin^. Even though "training 
literature" generally does not offer scientific knowledge of peak per¬ 
former attributes, the training literature is relevant. It reflects and 
influences the thinking of contemporaries which makes it "grist for the 
mill" for both quantitative and qualitative methodologists—and both 
methodologists need each other. This section reviews articles that 
(1) struggle with defining the concept of excellence, (2) distinguish 
high performance training from other training, (3) conceptualize peak 
performance and associated elements, and (4) discuss retention of 
training skills. 
First the literature on peak performer and peak performance train¬ 
ing is reviewed. Then implications for this training are identified as 
a result of this study. 
Training issues. A central issue for those involved in any part of 
the process of self-actualization is the "juggling act" or balancing 
personal and professional arenas. To stimulate achievement in six areas 
of human potential, Lippitt (1980) proposes a model for maintaining 
balance between personal and professional growth. 
In order to adequately address this issue of excellence in high 
performance training, we must develop a consensus as to what high per¬ 
formance training is. Bell (1983) offers a recipe for high performance 
trainers with the caveat that what constitutes excellence is very sub¬ 
jective and what constitutes competence is a moving target with changing 
attributes. The concept of excellence as a "moving target with changing 
attributes" seems to be the most widely accepted and generic to any 
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milieu. This study struggles with the specifics of the complexion of 
that "chameleon" in the workplace. The recipe goes beyond program 
design and instruction to include a description of qualities needed to 
be a high performance trainer, group facilitator, career counselor and 
one who aids in transfer of learning from classroom to worksite. 
The struggle with the definition of excellence is equally salient. 
Based on 20 interviews of small business owners and those working in 
large bureaucracies who love their work, Connelly (1985) describes a 
positive work spirit and its seven indicators. Equally important, she 
concludes that instead of seeing excellence as a result, it may be more 
a "product of" doing something one loves. 
High performance training is distinguished from the status quo. 
Schneider (1984, August) argues that high performance training programs 
are based on six fallacious assumptions that may be appropriate for 
simple skills. He characterizes high performance training as (1) train¬ 
ing which requires over 100 hours, (2) training where expert performance 
is qualitatively different from that of the novice, and (3) training 
where a substantial number of individuals fail to develop proficiency. 
In addition, he proposes tentative guidelines for high performance skill 
acquisition based on empirical characteristics. 
Kriegel (1984) provides a conceptualization of what peak performance 
is in relation to other levels of performance that seems worthy of con¬ 
sideration. Associated with peak performance where people ebb and flow 
between mastery and challenge are feelings of transcendence, effort¬ 
lessness, positiveness, spontaneousness, vitality, and clarity. He 
describes two other zones we function in, the Drone Zone and the Panic 
Zone, which can be conceptualized as opposite ends of the Continuum of 
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Functioning Zones illustrated below in Figure 6. The Drone Zone is the 
place where individuals feel competent and never risk losing control by 
taking the next step. The Panic Zone is the place where individuals 
experience sudden bursts of energy fueled by panic. 
DRONE ZONE _ C-ZONE __ PANIC ZONE 
Figure 6. Continuum of Functioning Zones 
The purpose of this conceptualization is to aid trainers in devel¬ 
oping strategies to help trainees enjoy more frequent and longer periods 
of time in the C-Zone and help people recognize their C-Zone strengths 
and weaknesses. 
Transfer of training skills back to the workplace, a generic train¬ 
ing issue, is (1) crucial to any type of training, (2) overdue as a 
target of study by the scientific community, and (3) usually only super¬ 
ficially addressed in the context of training events. This issue grows 
out of a larger issue—support for training from the top level of the 
organizational hierarchy—for the goals of the training event designed 
to translate into new behaviors at the worksite given needed supports, 
e.g., resources which include support systems, role models, and sanc¬ 
tions. In the absence of this support there is often lack of account¬ 
ability for learnings, invisible incentives, and little feedback. 
Mechner (1978) focuses on the distinction between job performance 
change which is what managers want and job training which is what mana¬ 
gers get. He counsels that in order to get job performance change, 
trainee alertness to opportunities and new situations where new skills 
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can be used must first be increased. Then they must assimilate the new 
skill into the job as a whole, self-monitor, and self-manage. 
Marx (1986) also addressed this need for job performance change 
when he proposed a direct approach to skill retention for management 
trainee graduates who can have relapse rates as high as 90%. Once back 
on the job, despite their good intentions, they can relapse into their 
usual modus operand! after the training session, almost as if they had 
never gone through training. He counsels that in order to retain skills 
derived from training programs, trainees must identify the skills they 
want to retain and then carry out the steps detailed in a Relapse Pre¬ 
vention (RP) model (Marx, 1983; Marx, 1986). This RP model is a self¬ 
management program that enables the manager to anticipate problems with 
skill retention and solutions. 
The RP model aids in identifying: (1) support skills needed, 
time management skills, stress management skills, and assertive¬ 
ness training skills; (2) potential causes of training failures; and 
(3) self-control strategies. Clearly, this model by virtue of the 
design is customized and tailored to address the individual trainee's 
own individual skill deficits and organizational reality. Aside from 
the mechanics of the model, a critical feature is the attention to the 
manager's feelings of diminished self-confidence post-training due to 
unanticipated slips. The RP model surfaces choices that can be alter¬ 
natives to habitual ways of viewing the world—hence, employing the 
principles of social learning theory. For example, rather than dreading 
slips when trying to implement new training skills, they can expect and 
plan for them. Rather than viewing mistakes as their own personal fail¬ 
ings which fosters irrationality and relapse, they can view them as 
inadequate training. Built into the model is a support network-a 
vehicle which aids in relapse prevention as well as coping with feelings 
that can evolve into irrational beliefs and behaviors. 
Training Needs Based on Study Outcomes and Training T.-i 
Peak performer training needs based on study outcomes are three-fold. 
One, the finding that managers’ self-perceived abilities were greater 
than non-managers’ on the Change Management scale suggests that training 
in Change Management is required for non-managers. However, if the 
organization defines Change Management as a manager's responsibility as 
implied by the term, then no training is necessarily indicated for non¬ 
managers. But, when PPs are self-managing, they are freeing up their 
boss too along with their own energies for a neat double play. Two, 
the finding that managers' and males' self-perceived abilities to get 
better Results in Real Time than non-managers' self-perceived abilities 
and females' self-perceived abilities might suggest, at least on the 
surface, that such training is needed for non-managers and females. 
However, this suggestion is offered cautiously as a result of the pre¬ 
ceding and qualifying discussion about the perceptions that some groups 
(males) have higher self-perceptions than other groups (females). On 
the other hand, non-managers might be thought to benefit from such 
training as well as low-performing managers. Three, the finding that 
graduate degreed respondents' self-perceived abilities as Team Builders/ 
Team Players are greater than those without graduate degrees suggests 
that such training is needed for those without graduate degrees. 
In addition to the above training needs based on study outcomes, 
literature based peak performer training may include (1) teaching 
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trailers to conceptualize peak performance on the described continuum 
and teaching trainees to enjoy longer periods in the C-Zone, (2) teach¬ 
ing trainees how to retain skills which may include addressing skill 
deficits, and (3) teaching peak performance skills based on criteria 
specific to the particular milieu in which the employee works. 
Employees need to be able to identify their strengths in terms of the 
identified PP attributes, their weaknesses, and their interests in 
specific areas of self-development. Values-clarification and goal- 
assessment training might also be in order. 
Directions for Future Research 
Study outcomes spark new hypotheses and sub-hypotheses which 
ignite other questions. These hypotheses, however, should stand until 
further information develops. In addition, the literature review re¬ 
vealed that even though there is conflicting evidence about self- 
actualization and job satisfaction, a great deal of uncharted territory 
regarding what influences job performance is yet to be explored. Infor¬ 
mation generated by this quantitative approach should be re-examined 
qualitatively and quantitatively, always building on prior research. 
The instrument should be more fully developed and refined, perhaps 
using management groups, a substantially larger sample, and a more 
extensive pilot study. The levels of managers and non-managers who par¬ 
ticipate in this study were probably too homogeneous. The level of 
managers and non-managers studied must be carefully chosen if differ¬ 
ences between these groups are examined again. If managers and non¬ 
managers are studied, they must have a distinct relative hierarchical 
relationship in practice and not in title only. Hence, a study of 
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non-managers from the White House Staff for example, who are compared 
with managers of dry cleaning establishments will probably confound the 
validity of the performance data. 
The items measuring the scale Team Builder/Team Player need to be 
strengthened. A different version of the PPPII-SA should be considered 
for development for non-managers as well that expresses PP concepts in 
more familiar language. An instrument could be developed for high 
school age students with jobs to develop their thinking about their 
personal attributes relative to excellence in the workplace. An instru¬ 
ment could be developed for high school age students without jobs to 
develop their thinking about their personal attributes relative to 
excellence in school. The possibilities are endless when one thinks of 
the many settings where we all strive toward excellence. 
Garfield (1986) foresees "interdisciplinary investigations (on the 
upper levels of human achievement) combining the perspectives of psy¬ 
chology, business, organizational development, and sociological field 
work (p. 33). In addition, Garfield (1986, p. 33) suggests other 
studies that need to be done include longitudinal studies of specific 
individuals, analyses of the childhood histories of peak-performing 
adults, and situational variations in performance among high achievers. 
We raised other questions. Are peak performers found in hostile as 
well as nourishing organizational environments? If so, what are the 
differences in their performances? Are there differences in their 
attributes? Do token individuals have different attributes? To what 
extent would peak performer training maximize utilization of human 
resources? How does one transfer newly acquired skills from the train¬ 
ing site to the worksite? 
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The results reported are significant because they lend validity to 
the concept of peak performer attributes and give rise to implications 
for the future of employee training. As the significance of these ini¬ 
tial efforts become recognized, further study qualitatively and quanti¬ 
tatively will be needed to build on and Increase knowledge of: (1) peak 
performers in the workplace and other areas; (2) metaphysical and spiri¬ 
tual influence on the development of peak performers; (3) the influence 
of the various institutions perhaps starting with the major institutions 
on the development of peak performers, e.g., family, religious, and edu¬ 






Is the notion of peak performance in subordinates a contradiction 
of terms? When the term peak performance is combined with superior, it 
is more congruent than when combined with subordinate. Then, what do 
we call this person? 
Because of the intimate and therefore sensitive nature of this 
study, it is imperative that we acknowledge the unavoidable question of 
how to refer to the subordinate. 
Labels we are tagged with influence our self-perceptions as well 
as those of others. In the organization, the term subordinate lends no 
dignity. It is probably the one term most widely used, yet it is non¬ 
specific, and distinguishes only between everyone and the board's 
chair, therefore it is a term most easily dispensed. Everyone from the 
top down to the first line supervisor even is dignified in management 
literature as leader. One has to wonder what the behavior of everyone 
in the organization would look like if the rest of the people had 
titles that inspired respect from others. What does this do to one's 
self-image? 
Labels suggest roles. If people are typecast under oppressive 
labels, it becomes difficult to think of them as possessing valued 
attributes or as possessing real potential for human achievement at 
upper levels. Labels shape attitudes. Managerial attitudes already in 
question are reinforced when euphemisms for inferiority and superiority 
are used. 
The literature offers a myriad of other terms from which to choose, 
e.g., follower, non-manager, worker, employee, individual. Subordinate 
is the least desirable of available terms—due to the direct contradic¬ 
tion of its connotations with this study. Employee and individual 
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generate confusion as to which role is being referred to, the leader or 
the follower. The term follower is inappropriate for our purposes, 
because it is incongruent with tne notions of peak performer attributes 
explored in this study. The term follower represents a static versus 
dynamic situation—which does not allow the follower to lead as the 
situation changes for which levels of preparation vary. Follower also 
implies that leaders lead because they have omniscient capabilities and 
that followers follow because they have permanent deficits. Lip service 
is paid to the notion that no one person knows it all, but the behavior 
(of the leader) often betrays her self-image. 
Although widely used in political and scholarly circles, worker 
implies that a manager does not work and that a worker is only a doer or 
drone (bee) and not a thinker too. Non-manager, a non-subtle reminder 
of one's place or at least who you are not, is an all too painful 
reminder of the feelings generated by the term "non-person" for minori¬ 
ties but for the majority, perhaps the most benign of all the other 
terms. 
Today’s employees are a new breed of employee (Naisbitt, 1982). 
There is an almost imperceptible gap between the preparation of today's 
managers and their followers which creates a fundamental mismatch 
between organization and individual. These are the people who trans¬ 
late the organization’s mission into result. They have the greatest 
stake in the claim (Naisbitt, 1982). Perhaps this is an issue for 
scholars and practitioners to address as well as those affected. There 
are clearly no preferable choices from this list unless someone dreams 
up something fitting like high performers or peak performers or some 
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term thatcannot be associated with patronization. No solution is pro- 
posed here; it is an issue that percolates. 
It’s an 80s issue, unpopular and unsung and heretofore unidenti¬ 
fied m this decade. It needs to be addressed with the people who will 
wear the new label. Resolution of this question is directly related to 
the health of the work group where each member should feel as valued as 
the next, and where much of an organization’s work is done, e.g., plan¬ 
ning, organizing, and controlling. The health of the work group is 
greatly desired since healthy work groups increase the incidence of 
organizational productivity and the quality of work life (Carew et al. , 
1984). This whole, the work group, might be considered to be equal to 
the sum of its parts, the members, in many organizations—perhaps it is 
less than the sum in others. However, when teams are comprised of indi¬ 
viduals who are working at peak levels on organizational goals with 
which their pfoessional goals are aligned and to which they are com¬ 
mitted , there is a syyiGPg'ist'ic effect—the whole becomes greater than 
the sum of its parts. Organizational parlance often manifests less than 
desired attitudes which becomes symptomatic of organizational disease 
instead of a positive indicator of organizational health. 
The term boss is also troublesome. Again for the sake of clarity, 
this term is used since the respondents in this study are managers and 
non-managers. Both managers and non-managers report to the boss. How¬ 
ever, sensitivity to usage of the term boss also prevails because the 
notion of "bossing" is incompatible with the notion of people orches¬ 
trating their own peak performance and self-management. 
From the cheerful prospects previously listed, we chose terms that 
best clarified for this dissertation. 
APPENDIX B 
Hall's Instrument 
PEAK PERFORMANCE PROFILE 
Self-Assessment 
(Preliminary Draft 3/7/86) 
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—•-Orientation Toward Improvement 
I can visualize myself achieving at higher 
levels in the future, 
I keep in mind high achievers who are very 
successful in my field. 
I know I can do more than I have done so far. 
I have capabilities and talents I have not yet 
used on the job. 
I get excited when I think of some of the things 







I enjoy challenging myself. 
Mission 
My work is meaningful to me, besides the economic 
gain. 
I frequently review the contribution my work makes. 
I have clear reasons for the hard work I do. 
I can state the benefit to me for the work I do. 
I can state the benefit to my organization for the 
work I do. 
I can state the benefit to our organization’s 
























I can cite at least two times when I exceeded 
the expectations for my job. 
I can identify in a single sentence the main 
objective for my job. 
I can state how my job contributes to my 
organization s profitability and service 
to customers. 
I have had to bend the rules at work at least 
once to get results. 








I know what results I want to accomplish at work. 
Responsibility & Work false 
The way I feel about my work is up to me. 12 
The results I get at work are up to me. 12 
If my manager or company were different, I 
could do a lot better. 1 2 

















The findings and items are listed per order PPPII-SA Tici-ori u i c 
each questlon is fi.st a statementXhich tells 
the finding the item asks information about. Next the f-inH-in p n 
this statement. The attribute that the Item isXlcoutd“e assf™ °X 
based on the literature follows the finding. Finally, the Item X 
stated as it appears on the questionnaire. 
ITEM #1 ASKS IF RESPONDENTS HAVE AN "IRON DETERMINATION." 
1- Finding: Peak Performers (PPs) have setbacks which 
ie?Tn fr°m but an "in°n determination." (Missions 
lhat Motivate) 
1. People fail because they don't have enough determination to 
succeed. 
ITEM #2 ASKS IF MENTAL AGILITY IS USED AS A COURSE CORREC¬ 
TION SKILL. 
2. PPs have mental agility. They can take multiple per¬ 
spectives on a given view and separate themselves from 
their own point of view temporarily to see what others 
see. PPs fall in love with a mission but not their own 
ideas, an easy way to get off course. They are able to 
get out of their own way by looking at alternatives. 
They do not get in their own way, compromise their 
values, or sell themselves short. (Course Correction) 
2. People who stop to examine different angles of a problem get 
bogged down. 
ITEM #3 ASKS IF THEY VALUE THE NOTION OF SMALL CHANGES 
VERSUS RIGID ADHERENCE TO A PLAN, 
3. PPs think that a feel for a situation and making even 
small daily changes has short-term payoffs. (Course 
Correction) 
3. The safest way to handle a project is to stick to the plan 
because things could get out of control when you start making 
changes based on a feel for a situation. 
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Critical Path is not a perfect path, but the most effi¬ 
cient one. PPs have the control to get themselves back 
on course repeatedly or head in the right direction 
when things don’t go perfectly. (Coursl Correction) 
Mistakes deter you from your goals more than they teach you how 
to reach it. 
ITEM #5 ASKS IF RESPONDENTS LET THINGS "PERCOLATE." 
5. PPs "binge" out on the problem and then let it "perco¬ 
late" while they attend to other things. After a few 
days, they experience new insights, apply intuition, 
and the problem breaks down into manageable parts. 
PPs tolerate temporary ambiguity. (Self-Management 
Through Self-Mastery) 
Rather than press toward a solution on a difficult problem, it’s 
better to put it aside for a while because a breakthrough may 
emerge. 
ITEM #6 ASKS IF THEY USE MENTAL REHEARSAL. 
6. PPs have the ability to develop images of successful 
actions in the mind because images motivate more than 
words. (Self-Management Through Self-Mastery) 
6. For a presentation or a meeting, I find it comes off better if 
you wing it rather than rehearse it. 
ITEM #7 ASKS ABOUT ATTITUDES TOWARD UNCERTAIN SITUATIONS. 
7. PPs excel because of change. Hence, they exploit 
these opportunities, anticipate difficulties, adapt, 
preserve what they can use and discard the rest. 
(Change Management) 
7. In uncertain situations, I tend not to do very well. 
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ITEM #8 ASKS ABOUT THEIR PROCLIVITY FOR STRESS REDUCTION 
of energy, resist 
to lower stress. (Course Correction?) 
I tend to postpone socializing to make 
and energy for work. sure I have plenty of time 
ITEM #9 ASKS ABOUT INTERNAL DECISION TO EXCEL 
9. PPs have made an "internal decision to excel " CMis- 
sions That Motivate) ^ ls 
9. Even when something is important, it's wiser not to get hune ud 
on doing the best job possible, just do what you can to finish 
ITEM #10 ASKS WHAT THEIR WORK KEANS TO THEM 
10. PPs know their work has meaning beyond pleasing a boss 
or feeding a family. PPs "love” their work - they are 
positively addicted. (Missions That Motivate) 
10. "Working" is on my list of the most satisfying things I do. 
ITEM #11 ASKS IF THEY USE OLD SKILLS AS LEVERAGE. 
11. PPs find it is as important to leverage and amplify 
old skills as to acquire new skills. (Results in Real 
Time) 
11. When you acquire new responsibilities, it’s natural for old 
skills to become rusty. 
ITEM #12 ASKS ABOUT RESTLESSNESS 
12. PPs have that inner "restlessness" that releases crea¬ 
tivity. When a task appears impossibly difficult, they 
are always exploring alternatives. They have an inner 
urge to apply themselves. (Missions That Motivate) 
12. When no breakthrough to a solution comes, that’s a sign that it’s 
time to let it go and use my energy on a problem more readily 
solved. 
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ITEM #13 ASKS IF THEY FREQUENTLY MEASURE THEIR PROGRESS. 
T3 • PPs assess and address the pan 
critical path. (Course Correction) present path and 
13. Spending time reevaluating what I'm doing is time wasted. 
ITEM #14 ASKS IF THEY TRUST THEIR GUT 
14' different ^ fUt/nd intu,ition- (#37 is similar but different, it asks do you rely on logic and intuition 
simultaneously m self-management. This question asks 
Motivate) trUSt y0Ur intuition-) (Missions That 
14. If my gut reactions conflict with my mental calculations, I slow 
down. 
ITEM #15 ASKS IF THEY ARE DOING THE MEANINGFUL OR THE 
MEANINGLESS. ARE THEY JUST DOING BUSY WORK? 
15. This is an activity trap when the "urgent crowds out 
the important." PPs connect daily actions to deeper 
purposes. PPs have guts and vision and do not get 
ground up in detail. They engage in purposeful 
activity. (Results in Real Time) 
15. I usually can't get to what's important because of the day to day 
tasks that have to be done. 
ITEM #16 ASKS IF FEAR STOPS THEN 
16. PPs have no preconceived limitations set by fear of 
failure. (Missions That Motivate) 
16. Rarely, if ever, do I do things that I think might risk my job 
security. 
ITEM #17 ASKS IF THEY ASK FOR FEEDBACK 
17. PPs have enough self-confidence and ego strength to 
ask for feedback. (Self-Management Through Self- 
Mastery) 
17. People who ask for feedback lack confidence. 
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ITEM #18 ASKS IF THEY ALIGN WITH ORGANIZATION'S MISSION 
18 ■ find ways to align their preference or mission 
motivates with the organization’s mission rather 
than subjugating" their personal mission or 
sabotoging." (Missions That Motivate) 
18. The goals of the organization don’t have to be consistent with 
mine for me to do my job. 
ITEM #19 ASKS IF THEIR STRONGEST VALUES ARE EXPRESSED AT 
WORK 
19. Mission is an expression of their intrinsic values. 
The one value that is strongest wins. (Missions That 
Motivate) 
19. The work I do reflects my strongest professional values. 
ITEM #20 ASKS IF CONCENTRATION IS USED AS A COURSE 
CORRECTION SKILL 
20. Concentration is needed. PPs have a hardiness and 
stamina that allows them to maintain high performance 
under stress for long hours. (Course Correction) 
20. Trying to concentrate for long hours under stress only makes 
things worse. 
ITEM #21 ASKS IF THEY ARE DEVOTED TO MISSION - DO THEY "GO 
FOR IT"? 
21. PPs have no choice and are freed up to "go for it" 
and devote a major share of their energies to this 
mission. (Missions That Motivate) 
21. No project is so important that you have to knock yourself out 
for it. 
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ITEM #22 ASKS IF THEY ARE LIFE-LONG LEARNERS 
22. PPs are life-long learners. Their shift in focus is 
from worrying less about survival and more about hiLr 
order needs like satisfaction recognition h 
°f T? iife' ,PPs think eq-??y impirtantqtoUty 
Hasteryfher °rder needs' (Self-Management Through Self- 
22. Extra reading I have to do just to keep up in my field is some¬ 
thing I seldom get to. 
ITEM #23 ASKS IF SKEPTICS STOP THEM 
23. Some PPs are inspired by the skepticism of others 
(Missions That Motivate) 
23. When others are skeptical about something significant I am doing 
that is important to me, it inspires me. 
ITEM #24 ASKS IF THEY DO WHAT THEY "CARE MOST ABOUT" VERSUS 
"KNOW BEST" 
24. PPs put "preference before expertise" or do what they 
really care about, as they can always develop exper¬ 
tise. They put preference before expertise which 
helps them develop a sense of what they need to learn. 
(Missions That Motivate) 
24. The work I do best is not what I care about most. 
ITEM #25 ASKS IF LEARNING FROM MISTAKES IS USED AS A COURSE 
CORRECTION SKILL 
25. PPs learn from mistakes. (Course Correction) 
25. Mistakes should not be rehashed but forgotten so you can get on 
with it. 
ITEM #26 ASKS IF FEEDBACK IS VALUED 
26. PP managers give feedback to illuminate goals, there¬ 
fore feedback is valued by those who receive it. 
(Self-Management Through Self-Mastery) 
26. Whether or not I use the criticism I get depends on how it is 
given. 
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ITEM #27 ASKS IF CONCERN FOR OTHERS' EXPECTATIONS PRECLUDES 
EFFECTIVENESS “kclludlo 
27 To achieve results in time, PPs "work smarter not 
harder to avoid fulfilling expectations of others- 
arriving early staying late, and looking busy at’ 
their desks. (Results in Real Time) Y 
27. Even if I have work to do elsewhere, I find it’s better to be seen 
working at my desk. 
ITEM #28 ASKS ABOUT SELF-PERCEIVED CAPABILITIES 
28. PPs think they are capable of doing more (than they 
doing). (Missions That Motivate) are 
28. Even though I can’t predict the future, I can’t imagine achieving 
any more than I have already done. 
ITEM #29 ASKS IF THEY JOIN TEAMS TO SELF-ACTUALIZE 
29. PPs prize collaboration at a fundamental level. PPs 
align and collaborate with others to self-actualize, 
and experience synergy through team-work. (Team- 
Building/Team Playing) 
29. In an organization, I prefer team work because it’s the best way 
to get things done. 
ITEM #30 ASKS IF THEY PR0BLEM-S0LVE OR BLAME WHEN SETBACKS 
OCCUR 
30. When setbacks occur, PPs focus on problem-solving, not 
blaming. (Team-Building/Team-Playing) 
30. When a problem with a project occurs as a result of human error, 
the thing to do is find the person at fault in order to avoid 
future mistakes. 
ITEM #31 ASKS IF ASSISTING OTHERS IS VALUED 
31. PPs' values include but are not limited to: assisting 
others with their development. . . . (Missions That 
Motivate) 
31. People who ask for my personal help take more of my time than I 
would like to give. 
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ITEM #32 ASKS IF THEY ASSESS NEGATIVE FORCES TO CORRECT 
COURSE 
32. PPs make decisions about restraining forces. Restrain¬ 
ing forces hinder change and can be internal or 
external. (Course Correction) 
32. When faced with a problem, there is no good reason to spend time 
thinking about the things that could go against you. 
ITEM #33 ASKS HOW THEY MANAGE OBSTACLES 
33. When things look darkest, PPs maintain optimism and 
persevere. Those who think they do not have guts 
really do not have a powerful enough mission. (Missions 
That Motivate) 
33. People who keep getting stuck and continually wrestle with a pro¬ 
ject are not obsessed; they are motivated. 
ITEM #34 ASKS IF THEY USE PEER PRESSURE TO KEEP THE MISSION 
INTACT 
34. PPs keep the mission intact with peer pressure that 
reminds people of values, standards, and team work. 
(Team-Building/Team Playing) 
34. People who "remind"others of organizational goals and standards 
are just a pain in the neck. 
ITEM #35 ASKS IF THEY BELIEVE IN THEIR OWN SUCCESS 
35. PPs have an unyielding belief in the likelihood of 
their own success. This grows out of their self- 
knowledge, mentally, emotionally, strengths, and weak¬ 
nesses. (Self-Management Through Self-Mastery). PPs 
"expect to succeed." (Change Management) 
35. I believe I can "pull off" anything I attempt. 
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ITEM #36 ASKS IF THEY ARE CAPABLE OF BOTH BIRD'S EYE AND 
WORM'S EYE VIEW 
36. 
PF? ar? FaPable ?f bimodal thinking. They are caD- 
nblK-°5'b0th 3 TPlcro or worm's eye view and the macro 
or bird's eye view of things. They are capable of 
intuitiveness and creativity while being analytical 
and logical; of clarity amidst ambiguity (Self- 
Management Through Self-Mastery) 
36. When it comes to problem-solving, logic and intuition are like 
oil and water, they don't mix. 
ITEM #37 ASKS IF THEY CAN MANAGE CHANGE (OR DEVELOP NEW 
WAYS OF THINKING TO REACH GOALS) 
37. PPs think that to hold onto the past is to fall 
behind. (Change Management) 
37. Changing technology is reason enough to consider new approaches 
in my job. 
ITEM #38 ASKS IF THEY ARE WORKAHOLICS 
38. The differences between positive addiction and nega- 
tive addiction can be measured in terms of the 
positive or negative impact of work on the individual 
and the PP^s relationships. 
Negative addiction - addicted to activity, "used up" 
and depleted of energy for personal life. PPs value 
their families, their support, and communicate that 
to them. (Missions That Motivate) 
38. My work pulls me so much that I don't get the time I need for 
relationships and other things. 
ITEM #39 ASKS ABOUT RESILIENCY 
39. The most intriguing quality of the PP is that no matter 
how rough it gets, no matter how much of an assault on 
the mind and body, they always feel they can do some¬ 
thing about it. (p. 57 Missions that Motivate - 
commitment or Course Correction) 
39. Compared to others, I seem to have more of those times when I feel 
I just can't cope. 
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ITEM #40 ASKS IF THEY SEE OPPORTUNITIES BEFORE 
OBVIOUS THEY BECOME 
40 
40. 
PPs see opportunities first. Amidst such change pp=, 
are able to keep up, anticipate change, and "see’oDDnr 
Ttae ^plus)016 th6y beCOme °bvious.” (Results in Real 
Things change so fast that I don't get a chance to spot opportuni- 
ties before they become obvious. 
ITEM #41 ASKS IF THEY ARE SELF-RELIANT FOR THEIR OWN DEVEL¬ 
OPMENT 
41. PPs can guide own development. (Change Management) 
41. Anticipating change is difficult, so I depend on people who know 
my skills to help me determine the next step in my career. 
ITEM #42 ASKS IF THEIR JOB HOLDS GREAT MEANING 
42. Their decision to excel begins with a commitment to 
something that gives meaning to their lives - some- 
important, uniquely their own, but important to 
others. (Missions That Motivate) 
42. There s no other job I d rather be doing than the job I have now. 
ITEM #43 ASKS IF THEY CAN VISUALIZE THEMSELVES AS A SUCCESS 
43. PPs visualize themselves reaching their goals. They 
retain a clear image of the desired outcome. (Results 
in Real Time) 
43. I simply can't imagine ever being as successful as the people I 
most admire. 
ITEM #44 ASKS IF THE NOTION OF STRETCHING ABILITIES IS 
VALUED 
44. PPs see their own power amplified by the presence of 
powerful capable colleagues. They do all they can to 
stretch their colleagues' abilities by encouraging 
risk-taking. (Team Builder/Team Player) 
44. People who do more than they were hired do do just want to be seen 




#45 MEASURES ATTITUDES TOWARDS RISK-TAKING 
self!coSncf b^payinglff^ ”hich Can build 
Builder/Team Player) success. (Team 
45. If the risk you 
learn from that 
take results in a near catastrophe 
to play it safe. you should 
APPENDIX D 
Peak Performer Profile II - A Self Assessment 
PPPII-SA 
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JOB PERFORMANCE QUESTIONNAIRE 
A Self-Assessment 
Instructions; This questionnaire is designed to determine 
'ions about how job performance is influenced by individuaiypeJsonaieP" 
attributes. As you respond, please think about your o™ „ni r( 
ences in various work settings. There are no right or wron, 
After reading each statement, indicate the extent to which 
disagree. Please CIRCLE YOUR RESPONSE. you agree or 
1 = SA Strongly Agree 
2 = A Agree 
3 = SLA Slightly Agree 
0 = N Not Applicable 
1. People fail because they don't 
have enough determination to 
succeed. 
2. People who stop to examine dif¬ 
ferent angles of a problem get 
bogged down. 
3. The safest way to handle a pro¬ 
ject is to stick to the plan 
because things could get out of 
control when you start making 
changes based on a feel for the 
situation. 
A. Mistakes deter you from your 
goal more than they teach you 
how to reach it. 
5. Rather than press toward a 
solution on a difficult prob¬ 
lem, it's better to put it 
aside for a while because a 
breakthrough may emerge. 
6. For a presentation or a meet¬ 
ing, I find it comes off better 
if you wing it rather than 
rehearse it. 
7. In uncertain situations, I tend 
not to do very well. 
A SLD Slightly Disagree 
5 = D Disagree 
6 = SD Strongly Disagree 
or I Don't Know 
SA A SLA SLD D SD N 
1 2 3 A 5 6 0 
1 2 3 A 5 6 0 
1 2 3 A 5 6 0 
1 2 3 A 5 6 0 
1 2 3 A 5 6 0 
1 2 3 A 5 6 0 
1 2 3 A 3 6 0 
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SA 
8. I tend to postpone socializing 
to make sure I have plenty of 
time and energy for work. i 
9. Even when something is impor¬ 
tant, it's wiser not to get 
hung up on doing the best job 
possible, just do what you 
can to finish it. ]_ 
10. "Working" is on my list of the 
most satisfying things I do. 1 
11. When you acquire new responsi¬ 
bilities, it's natural for old 
skills to become rusty. 1 
12. When no breakthrough to a solu¬ 
tion comes, that’s a sign that 
it's time to let it go and use 
my energy on a problem more 
readily solved. 1 
13. Spending time reevaluating what 
I’m doing is time wasted. 1 
14. If my gut reactions conflict 
with my mental calculations, I 
slow down. 1 
15. I usually can’t get to what’s 
important because of the day 
to day tasks that have to be 
done. 1 
16. Rarely, if ever, do I do things 
that I think might risk my job 
security. 1 
17. People who ask for feedback 
lack confidence. 1 
18. The goals of the organization 
don't have to be consistent 
with mine for me to do my job. 1 
19. The work I do reflects my 
strongest professional values. 1 
20. Trying to concentrate for long 
hours under stress only makes 
things worse. 1 
21. No project is so important 
that you have to knock yourself 
out for it. 1 
A SLA SLD 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 








D SD N 
5 6 0 
5 6 0 
5 6 0 
5 6 0 
5 6 0 
5 6 0 
5 6 0 
3 4 5 6 0 
3 4 5 6 0 
3 4 5 6 0 
3 4 5 6 0 
3 4 5 6 0 
3 4 5 6 0 
3 4 5 6 0 
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SA A SLA SLD D SD N 
22. Extra reading I have to do just 
to keep up in my field is some¬ 
thing I seldom get to. i 0 ~ 
^ z 3 4 5 6 o 
23. When others are skeptical about 
something significant I am doing 
that is important to me. it 
inspires me. 
24. The work I do best is not what 
I care about most. 
25. Mistakes should not be rehashed 
but forgotten so you can get on 
with it. 
26. Whether or not I use the criti¬ 
cism I get depends on how it’s 
given. 
27. Even if 1 have work to do else¬ 
where, I find it's better to be 
seen working at my desk. 
28. Although I can't predict the 
future, I can't imagine achiev¬ 
ing any more when I stop to 
consider everything I have 
already done. 
29. In an organization, I prefer 
team work because it's the 
best way to get things done. 
30. When a problem with a project 
occurs as a result of human 
error, the thing to do is find 
the person at fault in order 
to avoid future mistakes. 
31. People who ask for my personal 
help take more of my time than 
I would like to give. 
32. When faced with a problem, 
there is no good reason to 
spend time thinking about 
the things that could go 
against you. 
33. People who get stuck and con¬ 
tinually wrestle with a project 
are not obsessed; they are 
motivated. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
1 2 3 4 5 6 0 
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SA 
34. Peers who "remind" others of 
organizational goals and stan- 
dars are a pain in the neck. i 
35. I believe I can "pull off" 
anything I attempt. i 
36. When it comes to problem-solving, 
logic and intuition are like oil 
and water; they don’t mix. i 
37. Changing technology is reason 
enough to consider new approaches 
in my job. 
38. My work pulls me so much that I 
don't get the time I need for 
relationships and other things. 1 
39. Compared to others, I seem to 
have more of those times when I 
feel I just can't cope. i 
40. Things change so fast that I 
don't get a chance to spot 
opportunities before they 
become obvious. 1 
41. Anticipating change is difficult, 
so I depend on people who know my 
skills to help me determine the 
next step in my career. 1 
42. There's no other job I'd rather 
be doing than the job I have 
now. X 
43. I simply can't imagine ever 
being as successful as the 
people I most admire. 1 
44. People who do more than they 
were hired to do just want to 
be seen in a favorable light. 1 
45. If the risk you take results 
in a near catastrophe, you 
should learn from that to play 
it safe. 1 
A SLA SLD D SD n 
2 3 4 5 6 0 
2 3 4 5 6 0 
2 3 ^ 5 6 0 
2 3 4 5 6 0 
2 3 4 5 6 0 
2 3 4 5 6 0 
2 3 4 5 6 0 
2 3 4 5 6 0 
2 3 4 5 6 0 
2 3 4 5 6 0 
2 3 4 5 6 0 
2 3 4 5 6 0 
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KEEPING IN MIND THAT ALL INFORMATION 
46. Briefly describe what your boss 
you to do your job. 
IS HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL - 
does well as a manager that helps 
47. Briefly describe what your boss 
others from being as productive does that seems to prevent you or 
as you might be. 
THIS LAST SET OF QUESTIONS ARE DEMOGRAPHIC. 
48. Age: 1. 21-25 2. __ 26-30 3. 31-35 4. 36-40 
" ’ — 
41-45 6. _ 46-50 7. 51-55 8. _ over 55 
49. Sex: 1. Male 2. _ Female 
50. Marital Status: 1. 
_ S 2. _ M 3. _ W 4. _ D 
51. No. Children: 1. none 2 . _ one 3. two 
4. three 5. _ more 
52. Formal education : Field of Study 
1. _ High School 2. some college 3. 
_ Associate's 
4. Bachel or' s 5. Master’s 6. higher 
This information will be kept highly confidential. No identifying 
information will be used in any publication. Please indicate your 
willingness to participate in this study by checking the appropriate 
choice. This information may_ may not_ be used for research purposes. 






Responses to Open-Ended Questions 
Variables Which Can be Operationalized 
For Future Research 
When asked to briefly describe 
what your boss does well as a 
manager that helps you to do 





Expresses confidence in my skills 
Really listens 
Praises my progress 
Is patient 
Catches me doing things right 
Offers thoughtful counsel and 
advice, input, helpful sugges¬ 
tions, humor, resources, 
equipment, facilities 
Informative 
Takes my advice 
Reinforces my authority by 
supporting (my) decisions 
Aware of my problems 
Helps find solutions 
Considers others’ views and if 
valid supports their efforts 
strongly 
Extra effort to bring new 
manager up to speed 
Decisive 
Equitable 
Goal-oriented, sets realistic 
goals 
When asked to briefly describe 
what your boss does that seems to 
prevent you or others from being 
as productive as you might be, 
Managers and Non—Managers 
responded: 
Not always available 
Slow or reluctant to make deci¬ 
sions 
Occasional leave alone/zap 
behavior 
Needs to learn to listen better 
for the times when I’m over¬ 
whelmed, overworked, overstressed 
Little celebration 
Not enough support 
Indecisive at times 
Doesn't share info 
Changes the rules 
Low expectations 
Very little feedback is received 
unless specifically requested 
Does not always fully understand 
some of the problems 
Too critical 
Doesn’t praise often 
Too narrow a technical view of 
broad research areas 
Does not know and has not asked 
about what my background is and 
thus has not utilized my full 
potential 
Retains too much control 
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Senses new opportunities 
Presents opportunities 
Defines responsibility with 
terms, deadlines 
Works hard 
State of the art knowledge 
Well organized in every way 
Sets standards 
Gives me a lot of room to run at 









Includes mein the decision-making 
process 
Good problem solver 
Gives me positive and negative 
feedback 
Leaves me alone—Low Direction, 
High Support 
Makes me accountable 
Plans ahead 
Well defined standards for quality 
High product knowledge 
Has organizational power 
Warm humanistic approach 
Recognition 
Appreciation 
Leaves me responsible for my own 
work load 
Too busy to give individual 
attention—doesn't take time to 
know me and/or give me a boost 
when I need it 
No help or support 
Appears to have a strong need to 
control 
Seems to feel threatened at times 
without acknowledging it 
Dropping off projects and not 
being aware of current work load 
Doesn't offer any other projects 
that we might be able to help with 
My boss is extremely busy—it can 
be difficult to get to talk with 
her—you almost feel guilty asking 
for her time—so waiting for deci¬ 
sions only she can make can be 
frustrating. I wish we could have 
Administrative Meetings (short) 
with her at least twice a month. 
The lack of explanation and back¬ 
ground information on new projects 
Doesn't look at all sides—but 
getting better 
Takes on many small jobs during a 
large job 
Double checks what you do—much 
detail follow-up 
If I am not doing a job right, 
tell me so that I can improve 
Poor interpersonal skills 
First indication of discontent 
stated broadly and by surprise 
without early discussion of spe¬ 
cific issues 
Does not brainstorm problems 
Sometimes can't "read" people as 
well as he thinks he can 
Has difficulty in dealing with his 
vertical line management 
Plays favorites on staff 
Too strict 
Gets too involved in detail 
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